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This study is an examination of the nonuse of neighborhood 
parks. The study theorizes that most neighborhood park nonuse is 
because neighborhood parks do not provide the recreational 
opportunities people seek when they recreate close to home in a 
limited time frame. It postulates that neighborhood park nonuse 
is symptomatic of the fact that neighborhood parks are the product 
of deficient community recreation planning methods. 
The study analyzes data collected from 167 residents, or a 55% 
response, of two urban areas in Missoula, Montana. Each area 
surrounded a neighborhood park representing a similar level of 
development. Respondents answered questions identifying those 
areas close to home, including the neighborhood park, where they 
preferred to recreate. Applying a procedure developed and tested 
by Driver (1977), the study first characterized and then compared 
the recreational opportunities provided in the neighborhood park 
with those provided in the nonpark settings. Additionally the 
study explored the degree to which two factors contributed to the 
explanation of neighborhood park nonuse: socio-demographic and 
economic characteristics and recreational opportunity needs. 
Results indicated that neighborhood parks do provide 
characteristic recreational opportunities. However, neighborhood 
park users and nonusers do not seek mutually exclusive 
recreational opportunities. Differences in socio-demographic and 
economic characteristics contribute most significantly to the 
identification of neighborhood park users or nonusers. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Overview of the Problem 
Introduction 
The strategies used to plan for community recreation 
resources do not sufficiently encompass the role of 
recreation in contemporary American society. Recreation 
planning has been plagued by a scarcity of useful models or 
adaptable planning strategies consistently appropriate for 
urban recreation settings (Gold 1980, White and Patterson 
1979) . Community recreation planning is still based on the 
"recreation needs theories" defined during the Social Reform 
Movement at the start of the 20th century (Gold 1973, 1980; 
Moore and Jones 1982). Because community recreation 
planning has not reflected the evolution of American 
attitudes towards leisure, the strategies used to design 
community recreation service delivery systems do not 
adequately account for recreation needs. 
1 
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In the early 1900's planning for recreational services 
directly responded to concerns about the socially 
debilitative effects of open space shortages within urban 
environments. Social Reformists argued for publicly 
provided recreation "to enrich the quality of life and 
prevent social pathology" (Kraus 1978). The planning 
strategies devised to address land acquisition questions for 
providing "adequate" recreation systems were based on 
theories of "sufficient space". Professional planners such 
as Olmstead and Butler devised standards — mathematical 
representations of locational concepts and facility 
guidelines — in the form of acreage to population ratios to 
assess a community's recreation resource needs (Gold 
1973,1980). The extent to which a community's recreation 
resources matched recommended acreage and facility standards 
indicated the adequacy of its recreation service delivery 
system. 
Government's provision of recreational services 
throughout the mid part of the 20th century habituated the 
American public to the idea that leisure is an opportunity 
for uplifting self and community (Shivers and Hjelte 1971). 
What originally was demanded as a means to keep youth off 
the streets became envisioned as an opportunity to enhance 
every individual's life and to provide untold benefits to 
all of society (Shivers and Hjelte 1971, Moore and Jones 
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1982) . Consequently, contemporary society is equally 
concerned with its opportunities for meaningful leisure as 
it is for satisfactory work. Recreational needs have 
expanded in recognition of the fact that satisfactory 
leisure experiences can contribute to self-fulfillment 
(Driver and Brown 1975, Driver and Tocher 1970). 
Despite the fact that the role of recreation in 
contemporary American society has changed, the basic 
strategies used to assess need for community recreational 
resources remain the same (Lancaster 1983; Gold 1973,1980). 
Most community plans are still based on recreation standards 
(Gold 1973). In light of the fact that American society has 
broadened its expectations associated with leisure time 
occupations, standards-based recreation planning methods no 
longer provide a complete assessment of a community's 
recreation resource needs. 
Standards-based recreation planning methods are 
insufficient for two reasons. First, they are developed 
from traditional definitions of leisure and community which 
perceive recreation merely as an activity or the fulfilling 
of unobligated time. Second, they are solely concerned with 
the fundamentals of providing recreation services as they 
have traditionally been offered: the problems of resource 
and facility design, open space, leisure-service 
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programming, service delivery and management. 
Standards-based recreation planning strategies evaluate 
recreation opportunities in terms of numbers — numbers of 
acres, numbers of facilities, numbers of programs (Gold 
1973). They do not provide any method for evaluating how 
well community recreation resources meet the needs of a 
constituency. They are designed only to answer questions 
such as: Are there enough neighborhood parks?; Do we have 
enough sewing classes?; Is our downtown area lacking in 
open space?; Do the parks' swing sets need painting?; or 
Are there enough trees and shrubs in our parks and along our 
boulevards? Moore and Jones (1982) succinctly summarize the 
deficiencies of community recreation planning when they 
state: 
Planners need to stop designing for 
activities such as little league and arts 
and crafts, and start seeing parks as places 
important for fulfilling human needs. 
Community recreation planning strategies should 
evaluate the adequacy of recreational services in terms of 
comparing the benefits residents seek through leisure with 
the satisfactions gained by using existing facilities and 
programs. The role that community recreation service 
delivery should play in fulfilling leisure is that of 
developing a sense of meaningful existence by providing a 
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means for the growth of human potentialities (Moore and 
Jones 1982, Gold 1980). 
Driver and Brown (1975) have developed a model for 
understanding recreation participation which seems to 
closely align with contemporary society's leisure needs. 
Their "behavioral approach" requires the viewpoint that 
recreation is "not just an activity, an opportunity, a 
commodity or a political value". Rather it defines 
recreation in terms of participation in activities that 
might provide desired consequences (Driver and Brown 1975). 
In this approach people are viewed as engaging in recreation 
experiences in order to move from a present "state of being" 
to a more preferred social and psychological state (Driver 
and Brown 1975) . Identification of the types of expected 
experiences provides insights into the social and 
psychological benefits sought. The approach is designed to 
address questions such as why a person participates, what he 
derives personally from the participation, and how personal 
and environmental influences affect recreational behavior 
(Driver and Brown 1975). 
Using a behavioral approach to assess community 
recreation resource needs would help planners identify the 
outputs of the recreation resources management system 
(recreation experiences) that lead to user satisfaction and 
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personal and social benefits (Driver and Brown 1975; Driver 
and Rosenthal n.d.). Applying this approach to recreation 
planning transforms the traditional planning question, "What 
activities does this segment of the recreating public 
desire?" to "What types of experiences are being sought and 
how can our areas provide these desired experiences?" 
(Driver and Brown 1975). Planning goals based on standards 
defining recreational resources in terms of "sufficient 
space" would be replaced by a system designed to understand 
what social values are being produced by community 
recreation opportunities and what alternatives are foregone 
in that production process (Driver and Brown 1975). 
Definition of the Problem 
The 1976 Missoula County Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space Plan applied standards-based recreation planning 
methods to assess neighborhood recreation resource needs in 
residential Missoula, Montana. A spatial analysis, or 
mapping technique, was used to examine the centrality of a 
neighborhood park with respect to the particular 
neighborhood it was intended to serve. The mapping results 
indicated the accessibility a neighborhood had to its park 
and showed whether or not the park served one or more 
neighborhoods (Hollenbaugh 1976) . 
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Three statistical analyses provided further 
identification of neighborhood park needs. First a "minimum 
park acreage needs figure was calculated for each 
neighborhood using the National Recreation and Parks 
Association's (NRPA) population ratio open space standards 
of 2.5 acres per 1000 population and the 1974 Missoula, 
Montana population figures. The minimum acreage needs 
figure was compared with the actual acreage of existing 
parks in each neighborhood. The result was a net acreage 
needs figure indicating the adequacy of neighborhood park 
opportunity per neighborhood as of 1974 (Hollenbaugh 1976) . 
Second, total future acreage needs for neighborhood 
parks were calculated using Missoula population projections 
for the year 2000. Park acreage needs for individual 
neighborhoods could not be calculated because the population 
projections were available only for census divisions. 
However each neighborhood was examined for its growth 
potential. It was noted in the plan that projected acreage 
needs for a neighborhood's park should be adjusted in terms 
of that area's anticipated growth (Hollenbaugh 1976). 
Finally, data from a 1974 survey of residents 
geographically distributed throughout Missoula. East 
Missoula, and Milltown was evaluated to determine 
perceptions of the adequacy of park facilities. The 
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information gathered from the survey was used to 
substantiate the findings of the spatial and other 
statistical analyses assessing neighborhood park needs 
(Hollenbaugh 1976) . 
Did the methods used in the 1976 Missoula County Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space Plan adequately assess the need 
for neighborhood recreation resources? The spatial analysis 
used in the plan assumed that physical accessibility was the 
most salient factor governing park use. The statistical 
analyses assumed that the neighborhood park was the most 
appropriate setting for providing for the recreational needs 
of an urban neighborhood. The need for recreational 
opportunities was predicted in the plan on the basis of what 
had been supplied in the past. The plan had no evaluation 
of the "quality" of recreational opportunities provided by 
the already existing facilities. 
Specifically, at the neighborhood level, for example, 
recreational opportunities were not assessed in terms of the 
satisfactions gained by their use. The standards planning 
strategy did not account for the outputs of the neighborhood 
park. Consequently standards planning strategies provide no 
means for considering how people might react to changes in 
the supply of their recreational facilities. Thus there was 
no means by which planners can forecast the effects of 
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alternative actions. Need for additional opportunities were 
estimated in terms of use of currently existing facilities. 
The plan's analyses used recreation consumption to estimate 
recreation demand. 
The strategies used in the 1976 Missoula County Parks, 
Recreation, and Open Space Plan serve only to perpetuate the 
facilities existing in the areas best served. Its 
recreation resource needs assessment is open to question 
because it represents an incomplete planning model. The 
approach does not account for the outputs of the 
recreational facilities (the experience provided by the use 
of facilities, programs, etc.). It merely accounts for the 
numbers, the simple availability of certain types of 
facilities — neighborhood parks being one example. 
Statement of the Problem 
The central question this research addressed was 
whether standards-based community recreation planning 
methods provided appropriate measures for assessing 
community recreation service delivery? Did these 
traditional planning methods evaluate a community's 
recreation resources in terms of their ability to provide 
individual and social benefits to that community? 
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This study was based on an alternative approach to 
measuring and improving the effectiveness of public outdoor 
recreation programs entitled the Outdoor Recreation Program 
Evaluation Framework (ORPEF—Driver and Rosenthal n.d.). 
The components of this alternative approach assess the 
quality of recreation service delivery systems through 
strategies viewing recreation participation from a 
behavioral perspective. This study was the first 
application in residential recreation settings. 
The ORPEF views outdoor recreation resource management 
as a production process and uses an input/output model to 
evaluate the quality of recreation service delivery. The 
model states that the input to community recreation service 
delivery — land, labor, capital and recreation demand— 
must be quantitatively related to program outputs — the 
experiences provided by management to users public — if a 
system is to be used. The psychological motivations 
associated with engaging in certain activities in specific 
settings represent the "outputs" of a recreational 
opportunity. If these psychological motivations are not 
congruent with the recreational experiences sought within a 
community, the opportunities will not be used. 
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The neighborhood park is the fundamental unit of the 
community recreation service delivery systems planned using 
traditional, standards-based strategies. However, 
neighborhood parks are increasingly underused (Gold 1976) . 
What are the reasons for their non-use? Exploration of the 
latter question provided insight into the adequacy of 
standards-based recreation planning strategies. If nonuse 
was because people do not have adequate access to the parks 
or that the parks do not have adequate facility development, 
standards-based evaluations of community recreation service 
delivery could be considered adequate. However, if nonuse 
was because neighborhood parks do not provide the 
recreational opportunities demanded by community residents 
as suggested by a behavioral approach to recreation planning 
such as the ORPEF, standards-based planning strategies fall 
short of their evaluation of recreational opportunities. 
Standards- based planning strategies assessed recreation 
service delivery only in terms of "how much". They did not 
examine the necessary question of "how good". 
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Study Purpose 
The goal of this research was to determine why people 
choose to use or not to use the neighborhood park near their 
home. Traditional planning methods based on standards 
implicitly assume that park non-use is the result of the 
inaccessibility or unavailablity of neighborhood parks and 
neighborhood park facilities. Consequently traditional 
measures recommend increasing the number of neighborhood 
park facilities to satisfy the demand for recreation 
opportunities at the neighborhood level. Traditional 
community recreation planning strategies measure the 
adequacy of community recreation service delivery in terms 
of the numbers of facilities and recreation areas provided. 
This study applied a recreation participation model 
that has been extensively field-tested in other recreational 
settings to test the assumption that the neighborhood park 
setting offered a limited recreational opportunity to the 
residential area surrounding it. Consequently increasing 
the availability of such settings would not improve the 
adequacy of community recreation service delivery at the 
neighborhood level. 
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To attain its goal, the study sought answers to the 
following general questions concerning the nature of 
neighborhood park use and non-use: 
1) What outcomes do people seek when they 
engage in recreational activities within a 
neighborhood park setting? 
2) What settings do residents of a 
particular neighborhood prefer when they 
have a few hours in the afternoon or on the 
weekend to recreate? 
3) Is there any correlation between the 
socio-economic and demographic profiles of a 
particular neighborhood and "preferred" 
recreational setting its resident's choose? 
4) Are the outcomes associated with 
recreating in the latter "preferred" setting 
fundamentally different from those outcomes 
sought by recreating within a neighborhood 
park setting? 
5) If the outcomes sought through recreating 
outside the neighborhood park setting are 
fundamentally different from those sought 
within the park, how should they be 
incorporated into the community recreation 
plan? Do they identify needs for a 
neighborhood recreation resource other than 
a neighborhood park? 
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To answer the previous questions this study sought the 
following objectives: 
1) Measure the experience expectations 
associated with the preferred common 
recreation opportunities sought after in a 
limited time frame and thus close to home. 
2) Measure experience expectations 
associated with recreational activities 
commonly occurring in the neighborhood park 
3) Identify the barriers associated with 
non-use of neighborhood parks (physical 
boundaries, time, age, family life cycle, 
park's maintenance and management, etc.). 
4) Correlate the measure of experience 
expectations associated with recreational 
opportunities sought in a limited time frame 
and thus close to home with the measure of 
experience expectations associated with 
recreational activities occurring in the 
park, while controlling for the effect of 
barriers associated with park use. 
5) Determine how leisure lifestyle attitudes 
are associated with residential recreational 
experience expectations. 
A questionnaire was used to collect the data necessary 
to meet the study objectives. Participants in the study 
lived in two distinct areas surrounding a neighborhood park 
in the city of Missoula, Montana. Delineation of the 
neighborhoods and a more complete description of the study 
design and methodology can be found in Chapters 3 and 4. 
CHAPTER TWO 
Literature Review 
Evolution of Urban Recreation Planning Strategies:1900-1971 
At the turn of the century planners were ultimately 
concerned with land use and development capabilities. Human 
needs were met in terms of "physical determinism"— a 
philosophy which held that "there was a near one-to-one 
relationship between the quality and order of the physical 
environment and the quality and order of life (Heskin 1980). 
Early recreation planning strongly reflected this 
traditional concept — that the "way the city ought to look 
resulted in a nearly static plan, that was as orderly and 
finished as a work of art" (Gans 1968a). For example, 
recreational developments were classified according to form 
and function. Issues such as leisure behavior, user 
satisfaction, activity preferences, community goals and 
benefit-cost analysis were generally not addressed during 
this period. 
15 
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Early planning methods were characterized by an 
"intuitive set of concepts and techniques (Gold 1973). 
Because the planning profession as a whole consisted of 
design engineers and landscape architects, planning 
techniques were based on efficient means of bringing 
physical order to the environment. The most popular tool 
for recreation planners was the standard — a mathematical 
representation of locational concepts and facility 
guidelines used to illustrate the "minimum" requirements for 
an "adequately" designed recreation system (Gold 1973). 
Like most planning tools used during the traditional 
period recreation standards were very simplistically 
developed. They were the product of professionals' 
conjecture and generalized observations, and evolved as 
professionals and planners attempted to determine what 
characterized sufficient amounts of land and developments 
for accommodating recreation opportunity (Shivers and Hjelte 
1971) . Recreation standards were never the object of any 
scientific validation process. The fact that, for example, 
every child needed a minimum of 30 square feet of play yard 
space to guarantee him a "wholesome" play environment was 
never verified through formal or informal experiment (Doell 
1963, Gold 1973, Lancaster 1983). 
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The first standards appeared in 1906. Olmstead, an 
urban planner concerned by the need for public open space in 
urban environments, described requirements for types of 
neighborhood playgrounds and recommended sizes. During the 
same year the National Playground Association of America 
adopted London, England's minimum standard for children's' 
playground space — 30 square feet per child. In 1923 the 
Committee of Recreation Problems in City Planning 
recommended to the Recreation Congress a set of standards 
describing the amounts of space necessary for play near 
public schools. These particular standards formalized the 
idea of the neighborhood playground. During the latter part 
of the 1920's a panel of recreation professionals evaluated 
these playground standards. Suggestions for revisions were 
made and refuted. Finally in 1934 the National Recreation 
Association issued a series of neighborhood playground 
standards that formed the basis for the standards currently 
being used (Gold 1973). These standards assumed: 
(1) a low density single family, white, 
middle class neighborhood, centered around 
an elementary school of 600 children; (2) 
baseball as a given activity on a site no 
smaller than 5 acres; (3) an average of 250 
square feet per child and (4) maximum use of 
the facility by all children at the same 
time (Gold 1973). 
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Recreation planners and professionals recognized the 
limiting qualities of the standards from the beginning. The 
application of standards in early recreation planning was 
usually qualified by statements indicating that they should 
be used only as guidelines; that standards should be 
carefully weighed against the needs. interests. resources, 
and peculiar characteristics of individual communities (Gold 
1973) . 
Nonetheless, most recreation plans adopted recommended 
standards without investigating their applicability within 
the individual community (Jacobs 1969, Gold 1973,1980, 
Sessoms 1964). The expedient way standards defined 
objectives made them simple tools to use, and their national 
recognition gave them clout enough to make them powerful 
tools in the decision making process (Gold 1973, 1981). 
Rationale such as the following typified the use of 
standards in early recreation plans: 
Certain areas such as the neighborhood 
playground and playfield are required in or 
near every residential neighborhood, and 
standards as to their size and development 
have been worked out and widely accepted 
(Butler 1947). 
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At the end of World War II urban planning theories 
based on "physical determinism" were strongly challenged as 
overly simplistic, and finally refuted (Heskin 1980, Gold 
1973). In their place theoreticians proposed another 
premise which saw the city as a "complex system of economic, 
social and physical forces requiring economic, social and 
physical analyses (Heskin 1980). During the 1940's and 
1950's social scientists such as Simon (1945), Lindblom 
(1953), and Banfield (1955); who had been studying 
administrative behavior, national planning, and local 
programming; developed a new model to fit the new planning 
philosophy. Banfield, who has been credited with the final 
breakthrough, described the "rational comprehensive" or 
"synoptic" model as follows: 
Given a goal, a decision maker should 
ideally consider all of the alternate 
courses of action open to him. . . should 
predict and evaluate all of the consequences 
which might follow from the adoption of the 
alternative, and then should select the 
alternative with the most preferred 
consequences. 
In the meantime sophisticated techniques were also 
being developed which many leaders of planning thought began 
to see as the means to approach the ideal modeled by 
Banfield and other social scientists. These tools— 
operations research, decision theory, cost-benefit analysis, 
and particularly simulation models— seemed to provide ways 
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to approach the complexity required by ideal rationality and 
actually predict the consequences of alternative courses of 
action (Heskin 1980) . 
Recreation planning philosophies and tactics did not 
mirror the planning theory changes however. The adequacy of 
a recreation service delivery system was still defined in 
terms of the physical form of recreation opportunities — 
recreation activity spatial needs. The standard was thus 
still the primary tool used to assess recreation facility or 
spatial needs. 
During the 1940's recreation space standards were 
broadened to accommodate other neighborhood park user groups 
than just children (Gold 1973) . In 1942 a committee called 
the American Institute of Park Executives suggested a new 
open space standard— 10 acres per thousand population — to 
replace the old ratios relating square feet to numbers of 
children. The authority for changing the old standard came 
from an opinion poll of "many authorities and professionals 
in the recreation field" (Shivers and Hjelte 1971). 
Similarly, in 1948 the National Recreation Association 
revised their standards and suggested an alternative 
standard ratio — 10 acres per 800 population (Gold 1973) . 
With respect to the latter revision process Shivers and 
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Hjelte (1971) stated that the method of gathering the data 
was open to question in terms of bias and unscientific 
validation. Their statement provides evidence for the fact 
that recreation planners had not yet fundamentally 
questioned the central techniques on which they based all 
their allocation decisions. 
Recreation planning theory did not reflect aspects of 
the "rational- comprehensive" model of planning until the 
1960's. In 1962 the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission (ORRRC) presented a study to the President and 
United States Congress surveying the country's outdoor 
recreation resources, measuring present and potential 
demands on these resources, and recommending actions to 
insure these "resources' availability for present and future 
use. Papers presented in the study reflected a significant 
change in recreation planning theory. Perloff and Wingo 
(1962), in particular, questioned the traditional planning 
process' preoccupation with the form of the landscape. 
Traditional planning strategies, they noted, did not reflect 
the demand for a recreation opportunity expressed by public 
use. Wingo and Perloff called for the formulation of a new 
planning and policy framework which would bring into 
perspective the recreation behavior of urban populations, 
the evolving needs and demands, and the requirements and 
potentialities on the supply side of recreation opportunity. 
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Several parts of the ORRRC report redefined recreation 
participation and the need for recreation resources in terms 
of the measured needs of users expressed in terms of 
visitation. Previously the components of the recreation 
resource system had been devoid of public input; they were 
defined only in terms of the perceptions of recreation 
professionals and resource designers. To incorporate the 
element of human needs into recreation planning methods, 
planners called upon researchers to identify the salient 
variables associated with recreation activity participation 
rates. The variables suggested were education, income, 
mobility, age, housing type and other socio-demographic and 
economic variables. These variables were then 
sophisticatedly manipulated in terms of time, space and 
user-types. Traditional standards were then applied to 
relate existing or projected demand to the supply of 
recreation opportunity (Gold 1973) . 
Consequently the changes in outdoor recreation planning 
perspectives manifested in the ORRRC reports produced no 
significant changes in community recreation planning 
strategies. The new process was, theoretically, a more 
rational way to make recreation resource allocation 
decisions. It represented a break from the "physical 
determinism" of traditional recreation planning theory as it 
incorporated the measured needs of recreationists. However, 
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although the measure of recreation need included input from 
users, the assessment of deficiencies of the recreation 
service delivery system did not. Urban recreation needs 
were still being addressed according to the recommendations 
of the traditional standards process. 
In the meantime, urban planning theory was changing 
again. Responses to urban renewal programs during the 
1950's lead urban planners to believe that the 
"rational-comprehensive" model was incomplete. They noted 
that the scientific methods and mathematical models 
associated with the "rational- comprehensive" model did not 
identify the "public interest". Planning techniques totally 
reliant on scientific methods focused only on the means — 
the accuracy of the planning strategy — not the ends — the 
quality of the results. Lead by planner and attorney 
Davidoff (1965) planning theorists redefined the role of the 
"public interest" in the planning process. They suggested 
that the "public interest" for which community plans were 
trying to provide, could not be defined in terms of a 
unified public concern or general public welfare. They 
noted that, in fact, a community's "public interest" was 
comprised of a melange of the needs, interests and goals of 
many conflicting or divergent subgroups (Heskin 1980). 
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Client analysis, the "action planner" and advocacy 
planning were introduced into planning theory to attempt to 
modify the planning process so that it directly included 
citizens in all phases — issue identification, goal 
formulation, alternative evaluation and strategy selection. 
The "ideal" was a plural form of planning where all the 
special interests of society would be represented by 
planners who would meet "in the political arena" with their 
clients' proposals so that the best possible plan might 
emerge (Heskin 1980). 
Currently planning theorists are involved in a 
discourse concerning the appropriateness of the "role model" 
theory of planning proposed by Davidoff and his peers. 
Client analysis, advocacy planning and similar planning 
schemes proved to be costly and difficult to implement. 
Funding problems were overcome with the aid of federal 
grants through the 1960's. However, implementation still 
presents difficulties. Instead of constituencies 
determining planning issues, goals and 
alternatives,constituencies were used only to react to 
suggested plans. Furthermore the constituencies lacked the 
support or participation of professional interest groups, 
ie. local businessmen, lawyers, doctors (Heskin 1980). 
Consequently, even though theoretically "role model" 
planning techniques seemed to address all the problems of 
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the "rational- comprehensive" model, the reality of its 
application has opened it up to the same sorts of 
criticisms. The definition of the "public interest" is 
still one of the critical unresolved problems of urban or 
rural planning analysis (Branch 1978). 
During the 1960's a movement to question outdoor 
recreation demand assessment techniques and the 
compatibility of outdoor recreation planning procedures with 
comprehensive planning theory. The central concerns voiced 
in the movement were encapsulated in an Outdoor Recreation 
Planning Short Course held in May 1968 (Driver and Tocher 
1970). The short course was organized to enhance discussion 
of the planning, policy formation and administrative 
concepts associated with the nature and trends of outdoor 
recreation participation. The dominant theme of the 
presentations given during the short course was that 
administrators, researchers and planners had taken a too 
simplistic view in their attempts to understand outdoor 
recreation participation. 
Driver and Tocher (1970) stated that it was not enough 
to define recreation in terms of participation in an 
activity. They suggested that recreation participation is 
motivated behavior; that a recreational engagement is 
related to an expected reward and that recreation is an 
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experience which exists to the extent that an expected 
reward is achieved. 
Styles (1968) noted that approaches to outdoor 
recreation planning are inaccurate because they predict the 
need for recreational opportunities in the future on the 
basis of what has been supplied in the past. He stated that 
there was a need for a model to explain why people 
participated in certain activities and another model to show 
how those people might react in alternative engagements. In 
this way planners would be able to determine what priorities 
to set among recreational developments. They would not have 
to assume that all types of recreation are equally 
worthwhile, or that government has a responsibility to 
provide unlimited opportunity for all types of recreation 
regardless of cost. 
Knetsch (1968) criticized traditional procedures for 
assessing recreation demand. Traditional measures 
established demand by multiplying population figures by 
recreation activity participation rates. Knetsch stated 
that the latter process was not a demand estimate at all, 
but rather a measure of consumption. He indicated that 
planning methods mistaking consumption for demand would 
result in perpetuating the kind of facilities that already 
existed in areas that were best served. He criticized 
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current demand analyses for their inability to determine how 
recreation use will respond to changes in supply. Like 
Styles, Knetsch believed that the critical information 
needed in a demand study was a means to forecast the effects 
of proposed alternative actions. Traditional demand 
assessments did not provide this information. 
While outdoor recreation planning procedures were being 
reevaluated, community recreation planning methods remained 
the same. Throughout the 1970's recreation standards were 
still the principle components of most community recreation 
plans. To "keep current with the changing times" the 
National Parks and Recreation Association (NRPA) published 
an updated version of recreation standards associated with 
community recreation planning (edited by Buechner 1971) . 
However, these standards did not reflect any of the changes 
concerning the definitions of recreation, recreation demand 
or recreation participation. The 1971 standards were still 
based on an activity-oriented understanding of recreation 
behavior. Application of the standards procedure did not 
include any demand assessment reflecting how recreation use 
would respond to changes in supply. Finally planning based 
on the 1971 standards still reflected a process for 
identifying future trends in recreation participation on the 
basis of what had been done in the past. 
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In defense of the lack of modifications to the standards 
approach Buechner states: 
The fact that some of the standards have not 
changed substantially over the years is not 
an indication of their obsolescence but 
rather affirmation that the originator of 
these standards had exceptional foresight in 
recognizing the needs and values of open 
space, park and recreation systems (Buechner 
1971) . 
The standards and planning strategies presented in the 1971 
NRPA publication have provided the foundation for most 
contemporary recreation plans. 
Problems with the Traditional Standards Planning Process 
Traditional standards are inappropriate planning tools 
because of their role in the planning process. Gold (1973, 
1980) has comprehensively researched the criticisms 
associated with the application of traditional standards in 
urban recreation planning. Gold's purpose was to illustrate 
how and why urban recreation plans adopting traditional 
standards were inadequate and to develop more practical 
standards for the urban recreation planning process. Others 
(Gans 1957, Sessoms 1964, Jacobs 1969) had identified 
problems associated with the application of traditional 
recreation standards prior to Gold's research; however 
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these studies had little impact on the traditional standards 
planning process. They did, nonetheless, provide the basis 
for Gold's work. 
The following section chronologically traces the 
criticisms of using traditional recreation standards found 
in recreation and planning literature. 
Criticisms of Traditional Standards 
Gans (1957) stated that recreation planning based on 
traditional standards created a recreation system that was 
"inner-directed" and "supplier- oriented". He demonstrated 
that there was a marked difference among users', suppliers' 
and community decision makers' attitudes towards recreation 
service delivery. Because traditional standards used in the 
planning process were designed by recreation suppliers, Gans 
concluded that their use would design a recreation system 
that was totally insensitive to the needs of urban resident 
subgroups. 
Sessoms (1964) pursued the implications of Gans' 
research. He noted that because recreation standards were 
defined according to middle class values, traditional 
standards planning methods did not create a recreation 
system designed to reflect the diversity of social, 
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economic, racial and intellectual backgrounds found in 
residential environments. Sessoms stated that the 
application of traditional standards did not consider 
relating the functions of particular recreation facilities 
to the needs of residential subgroups. 
Lansing and Marans (1969) confirmed Gans1 statements 
through research showing that citizens and planners disagree 
on what constitutes a "high quality" neighborhood. They 
noted that a plan based only on planners' perspectives of an 
area's needs would not necessarily provide for the goals and 
aspirations of the residents living in that area. They 
concluded that effective planning must provide means for 
involving citizens in the planning process. Community 
recreation planning based on traditional standards does not 
do this (Gold 1973, 1980). 
In 1969 Jacobs identified another problem resulting 
from inadequate recreation planning measures — park nonuse. 
Jacobs suggested that the traditional standards planning 
process contributed directly to park nonuse because it 
evaluated the quality of a recreation system on the basis of 
how much land it held. She stated that traditional planning 
measures failed to provide a "desirable" recreation system 
because they operated under the "illusion that open land is 
an automatic good". 
Page 31 
Gold (1973) further illustrated the dubiousness of the 
traditional standards recreation planning approach. Gold 
questioned the appropriateness of the acreage to population 
ratios on which traditional standards were based because 
they had never been scientifically validated. Standards had 
evolved to their present form through professional 
conjecture and pure estimation. He also described several 
methodological and implementation problems associated with 
the traditional standards strategy. 
To begin with Gold (1973,1981) demonstrated the 
cautions regarding the universal applicability of standards 
that accompanied description of their use were not 
effective. Comparing recreation plans developed by a 
variety of governmental agencies at different levels and 
across a wide geographic distribution, he observed that 
there was an unusual similarity between the standards used 
(see Table 1). Gold (1973) stated that if it were possible 
to compare all the types of recreation plans, approximately 
60 to 80 percent would reflect the same standards despite a 
wide range of demographic, recreation resources, fiscal and 
climactic variables. Recreation planners, managers and 
community decision makers tended to incorporate traditional 
standards "carte blanche" despite all recommendations 
against this process. 
Page 32 
TABLE 1 
Illustration of Space Standards 
by Government Level and Region* 
Space 
Level Region Location Standards 
(acres)** 
North Ann Arbor, Michigan 10 
South Dallas, Texas 10 
Municipal East Pawtucket, Rhode Island 6 
West Tacoma, Washington 10 
North Detroit Metro. Region 15 
South Baltimore County, Md. 15 
County East Erie County, Pa. 10 
West Santa Clara County, Ca. 15 
North State of Connecticut 50 
South State of Virginia 45 
State East State of Pennsylvania 45 
West State of Nebraska 40 (1980) 
**Minimum gross standards/100 population. Does not include 
any other level of government. No time horizons evident 
unless stated. 
•Adapted from Gold (1973), pl61. 
Gold (1973, 1980) also documented methodological 
problems resulting from using traditional standards to 
develop urban recreation plans. Gold stated that the 
inherent "supplier-oriented" bias of traditional standards 
combined with their unmodified application within the 
recreation planning process prohibited any flexibility in 
the design of recreation service delivery systems. 
Recreation plans based on traditional standards 
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automatically excluded any consideration of economic 
feasibility or political efficacy. They disregarded the 
development of priority decisions between different kinds of 
recreation facilities or other municipal operations (street 
maintenance, protection, etc.) because traditional standards 
were essentially the goals of an organization devoted to 
advancing the cause of recreation and presumed judgement 
about recreation experiences, residential environments and 
public goals. Standards did not permit any consideration of 
differences between areas of a community and the varying 
demands, behavioral patterns or cultural characteristics of 
users or residents (Gold 1973). 
Although standards were stated as means to attain 
goals, they tended to become the goals of the supplier; 
they represented predetermined decision points about the 
needs of a community recreation system. Consequently they 
inhibited the planner's opportunity for innovation, 
imagination and research in designing plans to meet his or 
her community's recreation needs. Gold (1973, 1980) 
criticized the use of traditional standards because they 
were a qualitative statement of an "ideal" system or 
facility. They were based on a misinformed 
conceptualization of the public good. They did not motivate 
public involvement in the planning process. Finally they 
were an inappropriate means for planning a community's 
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recreation needs because their formulation, application and 
role in the planning process had no basis in fact. 
Gold (1973) illustrated his criticisms of traditional 
standards by evaluating the Recreation and Open Space 
Standards presented by the NRPA in 1971, by demonstrating a 
wide-spread nonattainment of recreation planning goals based 
on traditional standards and by showing that the application 
of traditional standards has created an unattractive and 
underused community recreation service delivery system. 
The NRPA publication of Park, Recreation, and Open 
Space Standards (Buechner 1971) — the recreation planning 
bible throughout the 1970's— describes a planning process 
based on traditional planning assumptions. The recommended 
standards do not differ greatly from the standards 
recommended by various agencies since 1948 (see Table 2). 
The publication includes numerous warnings against the blind 
application or adoption of standards into a community's 
recreation plan. Because individual characteristics of a 
community such as climate, topography, income level, 
population density, etc. affect recreation demand, the NRPA 
recommends that the standards presented in the publication 
be used only as guidelines. The purpose of the recommended 
standards was to serve as an illustration of the type and 
use of standards within an ideal situation to help community 
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TABLE 2 
A summary of recommended 
space standards for neighborhood playgrounds* 
Reference 
Acres 
per 
Popl. 
Max. Service 
Radius 
(Mile) 
Min. 
Size 
(Acres) 
Max. 
Popl. 
Served 
Year 
Published 
BOR 1/800 1/2 4 8000 1964 
NRPA 1/800 1/2 2.75 8000 1967 
Meyer & 
Brightbill 1/800 1/2 3-5 5000 1964 
Butler 1/800 1/2 3 7000 1959 
Nez 1.5/1000 1/2 4 vary 1961 
Chapin 1/800 1/2 5 vary 1965 
Doell 1/1000 1/2 6 8000 1963 
FSA 1/800 1/2 2.75 5000 1955 
APHA 1/800 1/2 2.75 5000 1948 
Average 1/800 1/2 3 6000 1960 
•Adapted from S. Gold's Urban Recreation Planning (1973) 
pl62. 
for their own community. The NRPA pamphlet includes 
examples of different types of standards, community 
characteristics that could potentially influence standards 
and the informational criteria that standards should 
satisfy; however it fails to describe procedures relating 
these items so that a community could actually develop its 
own set of standards. 
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Gold (1973) maintained that because the 1971 standards 
did not reflect any substantial changes from earlier ones, 
they were subject to the same criticisms. Thus he concluded 
that their adoption would produce unfeasible, biased 
recreation plans. Furthermore Gold (1973) claimed that the 
NRPA publication presented the standards and described the 
standards planning methodology in a manner guaranteeing an 
unevaluated adoption into recreation plans. He accused the 
publication's presentation of having a "conceptual 
contradiction" because it discounted alternative planning 
strategies to the traditional standard method, because it 
did not relate recreation planning to urban comprehensive 
planning, because it failed to describe procedures for 
developing new or modified standards and because it 
contained statements rationalizing an unevaluated adoption 
of traditional standards. 
Gold (1973) presented data on recreation services 
provided by urban, suburban and federal levels of government 
to illustrate the nonattainment of standards. At the urban 
level he observed that there is at least 100 percent 
difference between standards describing recreation needs and 
the reality of fulfilling those needs from both a fiscal and 
physical standpoint. The difference was 400 percent in the 
inner city. (Data from the 1961 Park and Recreation 
Yearbook Survey of the 50 largest cities in the country.) 
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Comparing data taken from a 1961 NRPA survey of the 51 
largest county park systems in the United States with the 
commonly accepted standards for suburbs and rural 
communities (15 acres per 1000 population), Gold (1973) 
noted that only 20 counties had more than 10 acres per 1000 
of the 1960 population. Furthermore the average for all 51 
counties was only approximately half the accepted standard. 
With respect to the state and federal government levels, 
Gold (1973) found that the average attainment again to be 
markedly less than the recommended standards. 
Gold (1973,1980) attributed the nonattainment of 
standards to the fact that standards may not be realistic in 
relation to a community's human, fiscal or natural 
resources; that standards represent the ideal of the 
recreation suppliers, not the individual community's; and 
that park lands are being used to develop other public 
resources such as schools, industries, highways, etc. Gold 
(1973,1980) recognized the fact that it is not really 
possible to formulate standards or norms for recreation 
space that are universally applicable; nonetheless, he 
maintains that a completely unattainable standards has 
little value. 
Page 3 8 
Gold (1972) discussed the attractiveness of community 
recreation service delivery systems using neighborhood parks 
as an example. The neighborhood park is a fundamental unit 
of a recreation service delivery system as defined by a 
traditional approach to planning. Gold (1972) states that 
neighborhood parks do not seem to be serving their purpose. 
They accommodate only a small proportion (1 percent) of the 
population of a neighborhood at any given time or with any 
given regularity. Peak use levels seldom exceed 10 percent 
of the service area population. Public parks accommodate an 
insignificant portion of the average adult's and child's 
leisure time budget; and finally, both the number of users 
and the amount of time spent in the neighborhood parks is 
decreasing relative to the total number, length and 
frequency of recreation visits to nonurban public parks or 
private recreation opportunities. 
Gold (1972) emphasizes that the reasons for nonuse must 
be examined because they raise serious questions about the 
existing and future value of neighborhood parks in urban 
areas. For example, people who do not use or identify with 
neighborhood parks may be unwilling to support them with 
taxes in a prolonged era of tight money. These questions 
challenge the traditional rationale for the establishment of 
new parks or the redevelopment of old ones. Gold (1972) 
maintains that the nonuse of neighborhood parks results from 
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planning methods that ignored the user or potential user. 
Because traditional recreation planning methods do not 
include citizen involvement in the planning phases, because 
traditional methods ignore the behavioral aspects of 
recreation management and planning, they have created an 
obsolete recreation service delivery system. 
Contemporary Standards Planning Process 
In essence Gold (1973,1980) did not oppose using 
standards in the recreation planning process. He criticized 
traditional standards for their arbitrariness, their 
insensitivity to human needs. Urban planning had moved far 
beyond the theories of "physical determinism" which spawned 
the traditional recreation planning standard. It had also 
repudiated the "a-priori" methods associated with "rational 
comprehensive" or "synoptic" planning theories which 
provided techniques for rationalizing which recreation 
standards to choose. Gold's intent was to broaden the 
recreation planning process. In doing so he still believed 
that standards could have played a sensitive role in the 
planning process. 
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The impact of Gold's research became more evident 
through the 1970's when tight community budgets forced 
recreation planners to become more aware of ways to justify 
and prioritize their projects. Recreation planners could no 
longer limit themselves to addressing the concerns of 
"sufficient space" while making recreation resource 
allocation decisions. Tight money forced recreation 
professionals to coordinate more closely with other 
departments' managers and planners; to develop relevant 
programs reflecting the comprehensive needs of the 
community. Consequently recreation planning methods — the 
recreation standard in particular — became the objects of 
greater scrutiny. 
To date the application of recreation space standards 
is embedded in the recreation planning process. Gold (1980) 
maintained that there is a pragmatic need for standards in 
the recreation planning process. He stated that recreation 
service delivery problems primarily resulted from the use of 
obsolete and unsubstantiated standards. He believed that 
social research methods could be used to define recreation 
demand so that it would directly indicate spatial needs for 
recreation opportunity. Thus the current methods associated 
with community recreation planning still emphasize 
evaluating recreation service delivery in terms of 
recreation standards. The central difference between 
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contemporary and traditional standards methodologies is that 
the contemporary describe the procedures planners can follow 
to develop personalized standards for their individual 
community, as well as identify specific types of standards. 
Three Contemporary Standards Planning Methods 
Gold (1973,1980), Christiansen (1976) and the NRPA 
(Lancaster 1983) developed new community recreation planning 
models based on the contemporary standards planning 
methodologies. These methods have not been used extensively 
enough to conduct an empirical critique of their 
effectiveness. The methods are described below and a 
theoretical critique of their procedures is conceptualized. 
Gold's approach (1973,1980) derives standards in the 
form of an acres per population ratio based on the goals and 
objectives of residents in a planning unit. Resident goals 
and objectives are translated into a number of recreation 
opportunity alternatives. The opportunity alternatives 
range from passive/general activities to mass crowd 
activities. Each alternative implies a space requirement 
based on the total possible users at peak hours and density 
of users preferred by citizens. The space requirement 
described by the alternative plus a set of preferred 
activities determine potential recreation space necessary. 
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Gold's method still relies on standards, but those standards 
create a more defensible plan because they directly reflect 
residential values. 
The NRPA (Lancaster 1983) describes a four step process 
for determining space standards describing a community's 
recreation needs. The NRPA (Lancaster 1983) recommends that 
the standards that are developed are to be used to express 
park and recreation goals and objectives in quantitative 
terms, which, in turn, can be translated into spatial 
requirements. Space standards should be developed for the 
planning process1 policy or master plan. 
The steps required to develop standards similar to 
those recommended by the NRPA (Lancaster 1983) are as 
follows: 
1. Identify the demand for various 
activities. 
2. Determine facility needs for each 
individual activity preferred by residents 
of the planning units. 
3. Convert facility needs to land 
requirements. That requirement represents 
the minimum park acreage needed to meet 
recreation needs. 
4. Expand the minimum facility figure into 
an acreage per population ratio standard 
taking into account conservation, 
preservation, amenity resources lands or 
whatever is necessary to have a complete and 
balanced park and open space system. (To 
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accomplish the fourth step Lancaster 
suggests applying one's professional 
judgement.) 
Christiansen (1976) presents a slightly different way 
to incorporate standards into the recreation planning 
process. He designs his method to address recreation 
planning concerns in a suburban or rural area. Gold's 
method is designed for high density urban areas; the NRPA's 
(Lancaster 1983) method is supposedly universally 
applicable. 
The object of Christiansen's approach is to provide a 
recreation "experience" instead of just "areas and 
facilities". In this respect his method exemplifies the 
emerging emphasis of recreation planning, which stresses the 
provision of recreation opportunities as a type of human 
service; to satisfy human needs (Gold 1980, Moore and Jones 
1982). Christiansen uses two types of standards to evaluate 
the relative quality of a recreation "experience": 
1) a quantitative index of activities and 
resources, and 
2) a qualitative index of humanistic support 
elements. 
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The quantitative index uses activity clusters or groups 
of activities providing similar experiences to define a 
recreation experience. It consists of a unit standard which 
can be applied to any activity in a cluster, a development 
norm for the planning unit which is based on citizen input 
and the presence or absence of the opportunity in the 
hierarchy of planning units (sub-neighborhood, neighborhood, 
community, district, etc.). The qualitative index focuses 
on humanistic support considerations (sanitary facilities, 
refuse controls, and welfare of the participants, or 
management of the area to provide activities). 
Contemporary recreation theory defines recreation 
opportunity as a particular type of human experience sought 
through participation in activities in a particular setting 
(Driver and Rosenthal n.d.). Driver and Rosenthal state 
that demand assessments for recreational experiences should 
incorporate all three aspects of this definition of a 
recreational experience: 
1. Activity Opportunities — or the chance 
to participate in a particular activity. 
2. Setting Opportunities — or the chance 
to recreate in a certain environment. 
3. Experience Opportunities — or the 
chance to realize desired types of 
satisfying experiences. 
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Community recreation service delivery should be viewed as a 
production process. Recreation planners should develop an 
input/output perspective. Recreation opportunities should 
be planned in terms of program input — land, labor, 
capital, and recreational demand — that are quantitatively 
related to program outputs — the recreation experiences 
provided to user public (Driver and Rosenthal n.d.). 
Gold's method (1973, 1981) and the NRPA (Lancaster 
1983) approach evaluate recreation opportunities in terms of 
activity opportunities and to some degree setting 
opportunities. They do not consider the types of recreation 
experiences — satisfactions and benefits — being sought in 
the community or urban environment. They relate peoples' 
leisure time to space in term of activities; instead of 
integrating space and services. 
Christiansen's model (1976) more adequately approaches 
a definition of recreation behavior because it deaccentuates 
planning simply for parks and facilities. Christiansen's 
model establishes standards which indicate to what degree 
recreation experiences are being provided. However the flaw 
in Christiansen's model is that is uses a hypothesized 
classification system to measure how adequately 
opportunities for local recreation experiences are provided. 
The classification system clusters different activities 
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under six headings describing an opportunity spectrum for 
local recreation experience demands. The categories are 
arbitrary. They are physical, social, cultural, 
educational, aesthetic-creative, and environmentally 
oriented. According to Christiansen, if a community 
provides several activities which fall under all these 
headings, its recreation system adequately provides for the 
recreation experiences that residents desire. 
Nonetheless, Christiansen's (1976) recreation planning 
strategy is simply another type of idealized management 
perspective of an opportunity for local recreation 
experiences. Use of an arbitrary classification system 
dismisses any attempt to relate community planning to the 
community goals or the comprehensive needs of the community. 
Christiansen's method is questionable because it dismisses 
an understanding of recreation behavior as motivated 
behavior. Additionally it discounts the importance that a 
recreation setting opportunity might have in the production 
of a recreation experiences. Christiansen's model (1976) 
describes provisions for an opportunity as being adequate if 
they are provided for anywhere in the hierarchy of planning 
units. However, the option to pursue an activity in two 
different settings can create two very different 
experiences. The opportunity to jog on an indoor track is 
very different from jogging on a cedar trail through a 
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natural park setting (Driver and Rosenthal n.d.). 
Christiansen's model (1976), however, would equate the two. 
Nonuse of Neighborhood Parks 
The recreation and planning literature reviewed 
overwhelmingly decries the traditional standards planning 
techniques used to ascertain a community's recreational 
needs. Those techniques have produced inadequate community 
recreation service delivery systems. Responses to this 
problem appearing in the literature have centered on 
revising, rather than abolishing, the standards planning 
process so that it can more adequately provide for the needs 
of community residents. 
This response ignores the possibility that no aspects 
of the existing form of community recreation opportunities 
— a park system built on the neighborhood park — can ever 
adequately provide for a community's total recreation needs. 
Is a revision of the standards planning process enough? Can 
an adequate community recreation service delivery system be 
built on the foundations of a system resulting from totally 
inappropriate planning measures? 
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In a study attempting to understand the differences 
between neighborhood park users and nonusers, Hayward and 
Weitzer (1983) documented that families with children are 
the prime users of neighborhood parks. If the latter 
results are•generalizable, it becomes important to determine 
whether the recreational needs of the nonusers can be 
provided for in the community recreation service delivery 
system. 
Howard and Weitzer's (1983) study indicated that the 
neighborhood park was the single most important location for 
recreation for those who chose to use it. Nonetheless they 
recommended a systematic analysis of the public's image and 
use of urban parks to reinforce the accountability of a park 
and recreation service delivery system, to improve the image 
of existing parks so that their attractiveness increases and 
to determine whether or not new sorts of developments should 
be considered to expand the existing recreation system's 
clientele. 
The contemporary standards planning processes proposed 
by the NRPA (Lancaster 1983), Gold (1973,1981) and 
Christiansen (1976) do not provide means for assessing the 
adequacy of a recreation service delivery system in terms of 
the benefits it provides to the entire community. The 
processes understand recreation behavior only in terms of 
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participation in a specific activity. To some degree they 
recognize the importance of setting. The processes do not 
define recreation behavior as motivated or need-satisfying 
behavior. Consequently the recreation service delivery 
systems planned using the contemporary standards planning 
processes could look essentially the same as those created 
by the traditional standards planning processes. The 
systems would be based on a hierarchy of park units; 
neighborhood, community, district, regional; designed to 
provide "sufficient space" to enable community residents to 
participate in a range of "preferred" activities. In this 
respect, the contemporary standards planning strategies 
perpetuate a community recreation service delivery system 
which might be providing an inequitable range of 
experiences. 
CHAPTER THREE 
Conceptual Framework 
The review of recreation and planning literature in 
Chapter 2 presents a strong argument for the need to 
evaluate standards-based recreation planning strategies. 
The implications of Chapter 2's literature review question 
whether standards-based community recreation planning 
methods provide appropriate measures for assessing community 
recreation service delivery. The review documents that 
standards-based planning strategies are deficient from a 
theoretical viewpoint. In particular, Gold (1973,1980,1983) 
showed that standards-based planning techniques 
systematically overlooked evaluations of recreation need 
from the viewpoint of user benefits. 
Additionally, the review documents probable effects of 
the theoretical deficiencies os standards-based recreation 
planning, their supplier bias and their disregard for 
evaluating recreation needs from the viewpoint of user 
benefits in particular. The use of community recreation 
facilities is declining despite the fact that the general 
public perceives leisure opportunities as increasingly 
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important in their daily lives (Chubb and Chubb 1981). 
This chapter describes the conceptual framework used in 
this research to evaluate standards-based community 
recreation planning techniques. Four models are drawn on to 
develop the framework — Driver and Rosenthal's Outdoor 
Recreation Program Evaluation Framework (ORPEF; n.d.), 
Driver and Brown's Social-Psychological Model of Recreation 
Demand and Benefit (1975), McCool's Multiple Attribute 
Saliency Theory of Satisfaction (1983) and Niepoth's Model 
of Recreation Participation (1973). 
The first model — Driver and Rosenthal's ORPEF — 
presents a general context for evaluating recreation 
planning strategies. The model provides a means for 
measuring and improving the effectiveness of outdoor 
recreation programs. This study applies the ORPEF as an 
evaluative tool for standards-based community recreation 
planning techniques by examining the effectiveness of 
community recreation service delivery at the neighborhood 
level. 
Aspects of the remaining three models are combined to 
create a model of recreation demand used to identify the 
variables needed to document how well standards-based 
planning techniques fit Driver and Rosenthal's ORPEF. The 
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Driver/Brown model contributes the basic components to the 
structure. Specifically, the Driver/Brown model presents a 
means to compare the demand for recreation opportunities 
sought close to home and in a limited time frame with the 
recreation opportunities provided in a neighborhood park. 
The McCool model (1983; McCool and Petersen 1982) is 
appended to the Driver/Brown model to provide a more 
complete description of those variables associated with 
providing a satisfactory recreational experience. The 
McCool model enables consideration of how specific setting 
attributes of a neighborhood park affect the quality of the 
neighborhood park's recreational experience. The Niepoth 
model (1973) is appended to the Driver/Brown (1975) model 
because it permits the examination of the reasons v/hy people 
choose to use or not to use the parks in their neighborhood. 
Identifying the use/nonuse factors associated with 
neighborhood parks could determine whether environmental 
conflicts (time restrictions, physical barriers, social 
barriers, etc.) or conflicts due to potential users' 
perceptions of a lack of opportunity explain why 
neighborhood parks are underused. 
In sum, two models form the conceptual framework for 
this study — Driver and Rosenthal's ORPEF (Figure 1) and a 
combined Driver-Brown/McCool/ Niepoth model (Figure 2) of 
recreation demand. The following two sections provide a 
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detailed description of these two models. The final section 
presents the study's hypotheses in the context of the 
research's theory. 
The Outdoor Recreation Program Evaluation Framework 
A diagram of Driver and Rosenthal's ORPEF is shown in 
Figure 1. The basic tenet of the model is that recreation 
resource management should strive to balance program input 
(land, labor, capital, and recreation demand) with program 
outputs (the recreational opportunities provided). The 
model's authors suggest that if program input are not 
balanced with program outputs, the recreation opportunities 
provided will be underused and all the potential benefits a 
recreation service delivery system might provide to a user 
public will not be achieved. People's needs will not be 
satisfied and the recreation service delivery system will 
not be cost effective. The research documents whether one 
"output" of community recreation service delivery systems — 
the neighborhood park — adequately meets the needs of 
neighborhood recreation demands and represents the best use 
of community land, labor, and capital. 
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FIGURE 1 
Driver and Rosenthal's 
Outdoor Recreation Program Evaluation Framework (ORPEF) 
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A Model Q± Rprrpat-i nn Hpinand 
Driver and Brown (1975) developed a simple model of 
recreation demand based on the assumption that recreation 
behavior is motivated behavior. He described recreation as 
an activity pursued by individuals desiring to reach a "more 
preferred" state of existence. Specifically, an individual 
"in a state of bliss" perceives a state of "greater bliss". 
The act of participating in a recreational opportunity is 
one means an individual can choose to close the gap between 
his present and the more desirable state. 
The Driver/Brown (1975) model is significant because it 
permits the description of recreation participation in terms 
of 'the outcomes expected from engaging in that experience. 
People choose specific recreation opportunities on the basis 
of "felt needs". Consequently, Driver and Brown maintain 
that every recreational opportunity can be identified by 
compiling a list of outcomes recreationists achieve when 
they engage in that particular opportunity. Additionally, 
they maintain that the quality or satisfaction associated 
with a particular opportunity is related to the extent to 
which recreationists satisfy their "felt needs" when they 
engage in an opportunity. 
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McCool (1983) and McCool and Petersen (1982) 
empirically documented that recreationists use different 
types of variables to describe their feelings of 
satisfaction with a recreational experience than they do to 
explain their feelings of dissatisfaction. In this respect, 
these authors claim that satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
are conceptually distinct. In other words setting 
attributes contributing to satisfaction tend to reflect 
inherent aspects of the experience — an area's scenic 
beauty, trip organization, and trip implementation are 
examples and are not directly controllable by managers. 
Setting attributes contributing to feelings of 
dissatisfaction, on the other hand, reflect aspects of the 
experience that may be impacted through managerial 
intervention. An example would be number of people 
encountered. McCool (1983) and McCool and Petersen's (1982) 
study suggests then, that an opportunity offers a 
potentially satisfying experience to a recreationist only if 
its inherent qualities appeal to that recreationist. They 
note that, a user's satisfaction with an experience cannot 
be enhanced by eliminating the dissatisfying attributes of 
that experience; only his dissatisfaction may be reduced. 
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FIGURE 2 
A Model of Recreation Behavior 
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The model shown in Figure 2 presents a model of 
recreation demand. This model provides a generalized 
framework for linking the outputs of a recreational 
opportunity to recreational demands. The model is applied 
in this research to identify the recreational opportunities 
demanded close to home on a daily basis and to identify the 
recreational opportunities provided in a neighborhood park 
setting. 
The model begins with a potential recreationist (Box 1) 
with quantifiable characteristics and preferences based on 
attitudes (Driver and Brown 1975) and social-normative 
influences (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). Some type of arousal 
stimuli activates the recreationist into the decision making 
process(Box 2), where he begins to search for alternate ways 
to resolve his problems (Box 4). The value system (Box 3) 
that the potential recreationist ascribes to strongly 
influences his selection of a recreation activity or 
setting. The individual will be influenced only by those 
factors which are part of his or her awareness (Niepoth 
1973). Norms held by the individual, the recreational group 
or by other outside groups define the individual's 
awareness. Thus, before alternatives are even consciously 
evaluated, the total environment available for achieving a 
particular recreation experience is reduced to that 
environment of which the potential recreationist is 
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immediately aware (Niepoth 1973). 
To evaluate possible alternatives (Box 4), the 
recreationist might examine a variety of activities, several 
locations, or a combination of activities in several 
locations. Niepoth notes that recreationists' perceptions 
of available opportunities strongly influence the evaluation 
of alternatives. Perceptions of an opportunity can be 
delimited by environmental, social and personal influences. 
Environmental constraint to participation might pertain to 
the geographic location of the park area; perhaps it is on 
the other side of a major street. Personal restrictions 
might be due to health and fitness, financial resources, 
time, knowledge and skill. Social impediments might include 
the climate for participation— perhaps the park is in a 
"unsafe"section of the neighborhood; or social sanction 
expectations — the new kid on the block does not use the 
park because he does not know the modes of behavior expected 
by the neighborhood gangs which hang out there. 
When alternatives are identified and evaluated, the 
person formulates a behavioral intention (Box 5). That 
intention reflects an expectation of realizing a desired 
experience. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) theorize that 
behavioral intentions can serve as predictors of actual 
behaviors. In other words a recreation engagement can be 
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described by the desired outcomes which are expected by the 
potential recreationist. 
Intervening variables may act to modify the intention 
so that a different behavior (recreation activity) occurs 
during the planning and anticipation phases of recreation 
behavior (Box 6). After choosing to engage in a recreation 
activity, the weather might change, or time limits may 
become more constrained, thus forcing the individual to 
choose a different activity. 
On-site activities (Box 7) form the focal point for 
recall, satisfaction, and benefits. Satisfaction levels 
(Box 10) reflect the degree to which participation in the 
activity equals the expectation associated with anticipating 
the experience and provides movement to a more desired state 
(Box 8; Kelly 1979, Peterson 1974, Knopf 1976, Graefe 
1977). The satisfaction level associated with a 
recreational experience is additionally related to inherent 
biophysical, social, and managerial attributes describing a 
recreation opportunity that a recreationist considers 
salient (Box 9a-9f; McCool 1983, McCool and Petersen 1982). 
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The final product of the recreation experience may be 
some additional benefits (Box 11) serving to improve an 
individual's psychological, social, and physical health, 
thus enhancing the entire community. Improved work 
productivity or marital stability are some of these kinds of 
benefits (Kelly 1979, Driver and Brown 1975). 
The notion of recreation behavior as a behavioral 
sequence and the schematic categorization of use factors 
influencing whether or not an individual will use recreation 
services has several implications for community recreation 
service delivery management and planning. Expansion of the 
number of citizens using services depends on their awareness 
of available opportunity, provision of services appealing to 
a broad range of goals and information relating how services 
can contribute to already established goals. Reduction of 
the numbers of nonusers depends on inferences made about the 
"opportunity framework" within which people live — how much 
each person's complex of characteristics interacts with the 
environment. Restrictions leading to nonuse should be 
defined to identify those which can be modified by planners 
and managers so that nonuse can be decreased. 
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Study Hypotheses 
The rejection or acceptance of several hypotheses 
documented whether neighborhood parks provide opportunities 
for recreation experience expectations sought in a limited 
time frame close to home. Additionally it determined the 
extent to which accessibility or experience 
incompatibilities account for the low levels of neighborhood 
park use. 
Driver and Brown (1975) maintain that a recreationist 
chooses a recreational opportunity in terms of what he can 
gain from that engagement. Benefits achieved through 
recreation participation might include improved self 
confidence, the opportunity to meet some new people with 
common interests, a chance to relax after a stressful day, 
etc. Application of the Driver/Brown theory to recreational 
activities occurring within the neighborhood results in this 
study's initial hypothesis: 
Hi) Individuals seek specific recreation 
experiences when they recreate close to home 
during limited period of time. 
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Aspects of Niepoth's (1973) model of recreation 
participation (shown in Figure 2) and the Driver/Rosenthal 
(n.d.) ORPEF (Figure 1) provide the groundwork for the 
study's second hypothesis. They indicate that there is a 
linkage between recreational opportunities provided and 
experiences gained. Niepoth (1973) maintains that facility 
use is dependant on the provision of goal related 
opportunities. In other words, non-use of a facility might 
be attributed to the fact that the opportunity it provides 
is not congruent with the needs of potential users. 
Additionally, Driver and Rosenthal's ORPEF postulates a 
direct correlation between the input and outputs of 
effective recreational service delivery systems. In this 
respect, 
H2) The neighborhood park setting provides 
opportunities for definable experience 
expectations. 
Verification of the first two hypotheses was a critical 
factor in meeting the goals of this study- This study 
attempted to determine whether or not standards planning 
procedures adequately assess community recreation demand. 
The neighborhood park lies at the core of community 
recreation systems planned according to standards-based 
methodologies. If it could be shown that the neighborhood 
parks experience does not sufficiently provide for 
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recreational opportunities sought close to home and in a 
limited time frame, then the standards based planning 
strategies become questionable in light of their inability 
to evaluate alternative opportunities to those already 
existing. 
The assumptions underlying Driver and Brown's (1975) 
behavioral description of a recreational engagement (shown 
in Figure 2) suggest that it is possible to predict those 
individuals who are consistently attracted to a setting that 
provides definable recreational experience outcomes. 
Consequently the third hypothesis postulated 
H3) Families with young children are the 
most frequent neighborhood park users. 
Documentation of the latter hypothesis could provide further 
evidence of the extent to which neighborhood parks provide 
limited opportunities for satisfying the recreational goals 
of neighborhood residents. 
The recreation and planning literature states that 
recreation standards based planning techniques are 
inadequate because they assess recreation demand on the 
basis of use of already existing facilities. In other 
words, the standards-based methods mistake recreation 
consumption for recreation demand. Consequently, standards 
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based planning methods do not account for the outputs of 
facilities in their assessment of the adequacy of recreation 
service delivery systems. Facility availability is the key 
to an adequately designed recreation system designed in 
terms of standards based planning assessments. Facility 
non-use results from physical barriers to an opportunity. 
Niepoth (1973) and Driver and Brown (1975) note, 
however, that physical boundaries are not the only barriers 
to use of a recreational opportunity. A significant barrier 
might result from the fact that a particular setting, such 
as a neighborhood park, provides a limited opportunity for 
achieving desired recreational outcomes. The fourth 
hypothesis considers the possibility that the restrictions 
leading to the nonuse of neighborhood parks may primarily 
result from the fact that neighborhood parks do not provide 
the recreational opportunity individuals prefer when they 
recreate in a limited time period or close to home. The 
failure of the standards based planning strategies to 
evaluate the outputs of community recreation service 
delivery systems provided the justification for the fourth 
and fifth hypotheses. Thus, 
H4) Physical barriers account for a minority 
of the nonuse of neighborhood parks. 
H5) Social barriers account for a minority 
of nonuse of neighborhood parks. 
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Another criticism concerning standards based recreation 
planning strategies emphasized in the literature is that the 
product of the planning effort — the neighborhood park, for 
example — is basically the same for all types of 
neighborhoods. Standards based planning strategies do not 
account for different types of users. Driver and Brown's 
theoretical contribution to the model of recreation 
participation (Figure 2) suggests that there are strong 
relationships between an individual's choice of activity and 
recreational setting and his individual and social 
self-defining characteristics. Thus, 
H6) The experience expectations of 
neighborhood residents vary among groups 
with attitudes towards the importance of 
leisure. 
H7) The use of neighborhood parks differs 
among neighborhood resident groups with 
varying socio-economic and demographic 
profiles. 
Documentation of the previous hypotheses would 
underscore the need for considering population subgroups in 
the recreation planning process; a fact that standards 
based recreation planning techniques tend to ignore. 
CHAPTER FOUR 
The Study 
Study Design and Method 
The purpose of this study was to identify reasons 
associated with neighborhood park use and nonuse and to 
describe the desired types of recreation experiences 
occurring within a neighborhood region. This section 
describes the procedures that were used to collect and 
analyze the research data. 
Study Population 
The 1976 Missoula County Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space Plan (Hollenbaugh 1976) identified 22 neighborhoods 
within the incorporated limits of the City of Missoula. The 
study population, however, was drawn from only two 
neighborhoods. Several criteria were used to delimit the 
areas in which to sample. 
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First, the study's concern with defining the nature of 
experience provided in a neighborhood park setting mandated 
that the neighborhoods sampled include a neighborhood park. 
Furthermore, to satisfy the standardization requirements of 
comparative analysis, the neighborhood parks in these areas 
had to have similar levels of facility development. For 
example, if a park in one area had different facilities or 
was more developed than another area's, the experience 
opportunities provided in the parks would not be the same 
(Baumgartner and Heberlein 1981) . Consequently analyses of 
the use or nonuse of the parks could not be compared. 
Second, the study's hypothesis that the nonuse of a 
neighborhood park is independent of the availability of the 
park facilities required that the area's chosen represent 
two different levels of neighborhood park needs defined 
according to a standards-based planning assessment. The 
1976 Missoula County Comprehensive Recreation Plan 
(Hollenbaugh 1976) assessed urban Missoula park needs 
defined in term of 3 categories: adequate facilities, 
moderate needs for development, and critical needs for 
development. Those areas having no neighborhood park 
facilities were the only areas having critical needs. 
Consequently, critical needs neighborhoods were immediately 
disqualified for inclusion in the study. Nonetheless, it 
was still important to be able to sample in areas 
Page 6 9 
representing both of the remaining categories — 
neighborhoods having moderate needs for park development and 
neighborhoods having no needs at all. If it could be shown 
that nonuse was equally predominant in areas representing 
two "needs levels" defined by a standards- based planning 
strategy, then an argument could be made against the 
adequacy of standards-based assessments of recreational 
needs. 
The previous three criteria — the presence of a 
neighborhood park, similar facility development, and 
standards-based assessment category — narrowed the 22 
originally considered areas to 4 — Areas 2,3,8,10 (See 
Table 3). Areas 2,3, and 8 still had undeveloped land or 
other opportunities to expand their neighborhood park 
facilities. As Area 10 did not, it was eliminated as a 
study area (Hollenbaugh, 1976). 
A comparison of education and income profiles for each 
of these areas indicated that the populations of Areas 3 and 
8 were most homogeneous (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1980) 
Population homogeneity is an important experimental control 
for statistical manipulations (Snedecor and Cochran 1980) . 
Consequently Areas 3 and 8 were chosen as the two 
neighborhoods best suited for addressing the concerns of the 
study. Throughout the rest of this study, Areas 3 and 8 
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TABLE 3 
A comparison of neighborhood park developments and 
needs in Missoula, Montana's 18 urban neighborhoods. 
Urban 
Neighborhood 
Neighborhood 
Park? 
Park 
Development 
Standards 
Assessment 
1 low critical 
2 high low 
3 high med.:equip. 
4 high none 
5 low critical 
6 no critical 
7 no critical 
8 high med.:acres 
9 med. low 
10 high med:acres 
11 low low 
12 med. low 
13 no critical 
14 no medium 
15 no medium 
16 low critical 
17 low critical 
18 no critical 
Page 71 
will be referred to as Areas A and B, respectively. 
A final concern of delimiting the study population was 
bounding the neighborhoods in which to sample residents. 
Recreation planning standards define the maximum service of 
a neighborhood park to be one quarter mile. Because the 
study was concerned with the reliability of standards-based 
planning procedures, an important analysis involved testing 
the relationship between frequency of park use and distance 
from the park. Consequently it was determined that the 
Areas A and B should extend beyond the one quarter service 
mile radius. 
A one half mile radius was the greatest radius from the 
park that did not interfere with the service radii of other 
parks. Consequently, residents living in housing units no 
more than one half mile from Park A or B were considered 
potentially eligible for inclusion in the study. The blocks 
containing the appropriate housing units were outlined on a 
map. The perimeter of the areas was then driven to 
determine whether or not the one half mile radius was a 
logical parameter. If natural boundaries such as a major 
highway, railroad track, open fields, or a commercial center 
lay within a block of the perimeter defined by the one half 
mile radius, then the area's boundary was modified to 
exclude those areas. Similar steps were taken to enlarge 
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the radius from each area's park if a natural boundary 
created a more logical perimeter. Figure 3A and 3B depict 
actual boundaries of Areas A and B superimposed on those 
boundaries defined by a one half mile radius from the area 
neighborhood park. 
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FIGURE 3A 
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FIGURE 3B 
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Study Design 
This research adopted tested methodologies describing 
recreation behavior to probe into the reasons for 
neighborhood park nonuse. Comparisons were made between 
neighborhood park nonusers and users from information gained 
through the administration of two scaled inventories. One 
inventory, based on a procedure developed by Driver (1977) 
was used to divide respondents into groups based on the 
outcomes they expected from their recreational experience. 
The second inventory, based on an approach developed and 
tested by Ragheb and Beard (1982) was used to separate 
respondents into groups based on the behavioral, cognitive 
and affective components of their attitude towards leisure. 
The analyses were designed to determine whether neighborhood 
park use or nonuse could be associated with any of the 
experience expectation scales characterizing neighborhood 
site recreational opportunities obtained through the 
administration of the Driver (1977) scaled inventories. The 
Ragheb and Beard inventory was used to further differentiate 
among the respondent groups scoring similarly across the 
Driver experience expectation scales. Details concerning 
the Driver (1977) and the Ragheb and Beard (1982) 
methodologies are described in the following paragraphs. 
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The theoretical basis of the Driver inventory (1977) is 
that leisure behavior can be charted by analyzing individual 
motivations for participating in various recreational 
experiences. The Driver method involves presenting 
respondents with a list of reasons (specific consequences) 
for participating in a recreational experience. This study 
limited the recreational experiences to visiting the 
neighborhood park near one's home or a preferred 
recreational site also close to home. 
Respondents were asked to rank (extremely important to 
not at all important) each of 24 listed reasons (expected 
consequences) for visiting a recreational site in terms of 
their most recent trip to their neighborhood park or 
preferred recreational site. Each response alternative was 
then assigned a numerical score so that logically similar 
consequences could be statistically combined into Expected 
Consequences Scales. For example, "to exercise", "to keep 
physically fit" and "to improve my physical health" would be 
combined into an Exercise-Physical Fitness Scale. 
The expected consequences considered appropriate for 
this particular study were taken from Driver's 1977 item 
pool. They consisted of a series of statements expected to 
cluster into 9 scales referencing the following outcome 
domains: Achievement, Autonomy, Family Togetherness, Social 
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Contact, Meeting-Observing New People, Learning/Discovery, 
Relationships With Nature, Creativity, and Exercise/Physical 
Fitness (Driver 1977) . By computing mean responses for each 
scale, the average importance given to that scale was 
determined for all respondents. Characterizations of the 
experiences associated with neighborhood park use and 
comparisons of neighborhood park users and nonusers came 
from subsequent analyses based on these indexed motivational 
scores. 
The theoretical basis of the Ragheb and Beard (1982) 
inventory is that one's predisposition to engage in leisure 
activities is affected by three attitudinal components: 
cognitive, affective and behavioral. The inventory 
presented respondents with a leisure attitude scale 
comprised of subscales measuring each attitude component. 
The cognitive scale assessed an individual's general 
knowledge and beliefs about leisure. The affective scale 
determined personal knowledge and beliefs about leisure. 
The behavioral scale presented statements concerning an 
individual's past, present and intended actions with regard 
to leisure activities and experiences. Differences between 
neighborhood park users and nonusers were examined on the 
basis of respondents' varying leisure attitude scale scores. 
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Data Collection Instrument 
The data for this study was collected using a 
questionnaire. The same questionnaire was administered to 
all subjects with modifications only for the specific 
neighborhoods and changes based on a pre-test. In the 
pretest a random sample of 30 individuals — 15 in each 
neighborhood — were contacted to determine the clarity of 
the questionnaire, appropriate opening phrases to solicit 
respondents and the best hours for contacting respondents. 
The specifics of the questionnaire are discussed below. 
The questionnaire opened by asking the respondents to 
react to general statements concerning their leisure time. 
Questions assessed how much opportunity respondents had for 
leisure and respondents' attitudes towards leisure (Ragheb 
and Beard 1982). Additionally, the respondent was asked to 
indicate the activities and settings that they would most 
likely to participate in on a regular basis when they have 2 
or 3 hours of free time. 
The survey also included questions relating to the use 
and nonuse of neighborhood park areas located nearest to the 
respondent's home. (These areas were identified by name and 
location.) Specific information elicited from the park user 
included frequency of park use, activities engaged in, and 
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the experience expectations (Driver 1977) associated with 
park use (the reasons for going to the park). The 
motivations leading to park use were identified using a 5 
point Likert scale rating the importance of the selected 
Driver outcome domains (Driver 1977) . Neighborhood park 
nonusers were asked to identify the barriers that prevented 
them from visiting the park in their neighborhood. 
For comparative purposes the survey also posed 
questions concerning alternative recreational settings that 
respondents might prefer to their neighborhood park. Those 
surveyed were asked to identify any area close to their home 
that they might frequent in lieu of the neighborhood when 
they have 2 to 3 hours of free time. Additionally it asked 
respondents to indicate their reasons (experience 
expectations) for visiting their alternative site. Again 
this was done by administering a 5 point Likert scale 
ranging from "not at all important" to "extremely important" 
(Driver 1977). 
Finally, the questionnaire obtained basic 
socio-economic data from each of the respondents. Of 
particular interest was distance the respondent lived from 
the park, family life cycle, age, gender, occupation, and 
the length of time the respondent had lived at their current 
address. When the survey was delivered to the respondent's 
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home, the field worker noted the respondent's housing type 
(trailer, single family, etc.) 
Sampling Procedures 
A two-step sampling procedure was incorporated to 
insure adequate representation of the possible variations in 
the target population (Backstrom and Hursh 1963). Because 
lists of individual repondents in entire neighborhoods are 
not available, sampling on the basis of housing units was 
chosen as the best method of locating respondents. 
Consequently, in this study, the housing unit constituted 
the sampling unit. The sample size was expressed in terms 
of numbers of housing units. 
The first step of Backstrom and Hursh's method required 
identifying a sample of groups of 3 housing units in a 
neighborhood. Sampling clusters of three housing units 
serves as a compromise between the demands of sampling 
precision and field costs. The geographic dispersion gained 
by means of randomly determining which clusters to sample 
reduced some sampling error due to interviewing in clusters. 
The second step of the method involved the random selection 
of an individual to survey within the housing unit. Sample 
size was initially determined through sampling precision 
estimates. That number was subsequently evaluated in terms 
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of its representativeness of the total population and the 
numbers needed to comparatively analyze neighborhood park 
users and nonusers. 
The sample precision was set for 6 percent tolerable 
error with confidence that the estimates are reliable in 95 
samples out of 100. This margin of error and confidence 
interval required a total sample size of at least 267 
housing units. The model sample was increased to 300 
housing units (150 in each neighborhood) to account for 
nonresponses. Because the sample used clusters of three 
adjacent housing units, 100 sample clusters were identified 
(50 per neighborhood). 
The sample population represented approximately 8 
percent of the total population. Annual tallies of 
neighborhood park use indicate that about 7 percent of a 
neighborhood population are park users (Van Fossen 1983) . 
Consequently, it was expected that respondents in 
approximately 21 of the sampled households had visited their 
neighborhood park during the past 12 months. This number 
would be sufficient for comparative analyses between 
neighborhood park users and nonusers. 
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Sampled blocks were identified through several steps. 
First the blocks comprising each neighborhood were mapped in 
the order that they appeared in the 1980 census city block 
booklet. Second, a random numbers table was used to 
identify the starting point for designating blocks on which 
to sample. Finally a skip interval (total number of housing 
units per neighborhood divided by the number of sample 
clusters) was used to determine subsequent blocks to include 
in the sample. 
Specific housing units on a designated block were 
identified by determining which housing unit from some 
random corner of the block designated the first unit in the 
cluster. By using the designated unit as the middle unit in 
any cluster, the first unit 'in the cluster was identified by 
subtracting the designated housing unit from the cumulate 
housing unit's total on the appropriate block. For example, 
if the designated housing unit was number 161 and the tally 
of the number of housing units on it appropriate block was 
163, then the calculation 163 minus 161 indicates that the 
first unit in the cluster to be sampled is the second house 
from a random corner on the block. The surveyor went to 
specific corners in predetermined neighborhood blocks and 
counted clockwise until reaching the cluster of houses at 
which to survey; in the latter example, the second, third 
and fourth houses. 
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The respondent in the designated household was 
identified by a respondent- selection procedure (Backstrom 
and Hursh 1963). Designed to give any one adult a known 
probability of being given a questionnaire within a single 
housing unit, the procedure is based on six alternate 
versions of a respondent selection key (See Table 4). The 
keys are used in rotation during the surveying process so 
that 1/6 of the sampled population will be chosen according 
to the procedures of selection key 1, 1/6 according to 
selection key 2, etc. The field worker kept notes 
describing the sex and age of the contacted respondent to 
later check whether the surveys were indeed being completed 
by the contacted person. 
Two callbacks at different times of the day and week 
were attempted when no one was at the designated unit. When 
the appropriate person to be receive a questionnaire was not 
at home, a callback appointment was set up. Once an 
appointment was made a maximum of two more callbacks, if 
necessary, was used to give the questionnaire to the 
appropriate person. When the designated respondent agreed 
to participate in the study, the surveyor left him a 
questionnaire in a packet also containing a letter 
explaining the study and a pre-addressed stamped envelope. 
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TABLE 4 
Respondent selection key (version 1)* 
# Men in 
Housing 
Unit 1 Adult 
# Adults in 
2 Adults 
Housing Unit 
3 Adults 4 Adults 
0 
Men 
Adult Oldest 
Woman 
Oldest 
Woman 
Youngest 
Woman 
1 
Man 
Adult Woman Youngest 
Woman 
Man 
2 
Men 
Youngest 
Man 
Youngest 
Man 
Youngest 
Woman 
3 
Men 
Oldest 
Man 
Woman or 
Youngest 
Man 
4 or 
More 
Youngest 
Man 
Procedures 
1. When person answers door, find out how many adults (16+) 
live in housing unit. Circle appropriate # and draw a 
line down that column. 
2. Quiz individual as to how many of the adults are men. 
Circle appropriate # and draw line across that row. 
3. The appropriate person to interview is designated by the 
intersection of the two lines. 
* Adapted from Backstrom and Hursh (1963), p52. 
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Two followups, the first a reminder postcard and the second 
a replacement questionnaire, stamped and addressed envelope 
and cover letter, were used to encourage the completion of a 
questionnaire. 
Sampled Population 
The sample population was contacted during the months 
December 1983 through February, 1984. Surveys were accepted 
at 235 of the 300 households included in the sample. Two 
percent of the sample refused to participate in the study. 
There was no access to 58 of the households. One hundred 
sixty-seven surveys were returned for a response rate of 55 
percent. According to notes kept while in the field, all of 
the surveys appeared to be completed by the intended 
individual. Table 5 presents a summary of the study's 
response rates. Because only seven percent of the entire 
sample is expected to have visited their neighborhood park 
during the previous year, such a low response rate could 
affect the study objectives. Comparative analyses between 
neighborhood park users and nonusers may have to be very 
general. 
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Table 6a depicts what percentage of the sample in each 
study area was a neighborhood park user or nonuser. 
Fifty-one and 42 percent of Area A and B residents, 
respectively, visited their neighborhood park at least once 
during the previous year; 49 and 58 percent did not. The 
ratio of neighborhood park users to nonusers was much closer 
than previously expected. This fact compensated for the low 
response rate. 
During the study area selection process, controls were 
used to try to provide a balance among respondent groups 
with respect to socio-economic and demographic variables. 
The socio-economic and demographic characteristics 
summarized in Table 6b reflect a limited ability to control 
for these factors. 
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TABLE 5 
Response Rate Summary 
# Surveys # Surveys No # 
Neighborhood Distributed Returned Access Refusals 
A 119 75 29 2 
B 116 92 30 4 
Total 235 167 59 6 
TABLE 6a 
Percent of Neighborhood Park Users and Nonusers 
in Areas A and B 
Area A (N=75) Area B (N=92] 
User 51% 42% 
Nonuser 49% 58% 
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TABLE 6b 
Socio-demographic Characteristics of the Sample 
by Study Area: years in housef family life-cycle, 
gender, education, and age; in percent of 
Neighborhood Park Users and Nonusers 
Years in House 
< 1 1 
1 
o
 
i i I 
m
 
I I I I I I I I 
m
 
I 1 
o
 
1 
4J 
5 5 + 
Area User Non User Non User Non User Non 
A (N= 75) 17% 19% 12% 5% 9% 4% 11% 15% 
B (N= 92) 17% 15% 12% 4% 5% 8% 8% 27% 
Family Life-Cycle 
Children 's Ages 
No Children 0 to 5 6 to 10 11 to 15 16 + 
Area User Non User Non User Non User Non User Non 
A 17% 23% 11% 1% 11% 5% 8% 1% 1% 12% 
B 22% 29% 10% 3% 4% 1% 3% 1% 3% 17% 
Gender 
Male Female 
Area User Non User Non 
A 25% 24% 25% 21% 
B 15% 30% 27% 26% 
Education 
No College College Post College 
Area User Non User Non User Non 
A 20% 28% 23% 8% 3% 3% 
B 22% 28% 14% 22% 4% 4% 
Age 
14 to 26 27 to 35 36 to 46 47 to 56 57+ 
Area User Non User Non User Non User Non User Non 
A 8% 15% 20% 13% 15% 1% 3% 3% 3% 9% 
B 16% 14% 20% 12% 2% 5% 1% 8% 2% 16% 
CHAPTER FIVE 
Results 
The results reported by hypotheses in this chapter are 
interpreted in Chapter 6. 
HypQthesig 1 
This hypothesis stated that individuals seek specific 
experience outcomes when they recreate close to home in a 
limited period of time. The dependent variables used to 
test this hypothesis were the responses to the Driver 
recreation preference scales. Nine scales previously 
documented by Driver (1977) were incorporated into 24 items 
in Q8 of the survey (Appendix A). Cluster analysis (Dixon 
1981) of the responses to Q8 showed five new scales to be 
quite reliable over the sample population (See Table 7). 
The items in each of these five scales contributed to an 
Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of .61 or higher. Five items 
in Q8 did not contribute to any of the five scales 
extracted. 
89 
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TABLE 7 
Cluster Analysis of Preferred Site Outcomes: 
Dependent Variables used to test Hypothesis 1 
Scale: Escape Pressures 
Average r: .64 Cronbach's Alpha: .83 
Item #: 
14. To relax physically. 
15. To help release some built up tensions. 
16. I thought the area would be peaceful and calm. 
17. Because there is more elbow room there. 
24. To forget the pressures of my daily work for awhile. 
Scale: Change of Routine 
Average r: .49 Cronbach's Alpha: .82 
Item #: 
10. To learn more about things here. 
11. To enjoy the scenery. 
13. For the exercise. 
19. For a change from everyday life. 
21. To help me keep physically fit. 
Scale: Family Togetherness 
Average r: .82 Cronbach's Alpha: .92 
Item #: 
4. So the family could do something together. 
22. To help bring the family together more. 
Scale: Enjoy People 
Average r: .54 Cronbach's Alpha: .85 
Item #: 
5. So I could do things with my friends. 
6. For a chance to be with people who are enjoying 
themselves. 
7. For a chance to meet new people. 
8. To be with other people who are using the area. 
23. So I could be with the people I enjoy. 
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Table 7 
Preferred site outcome scales (continued): 
Scale: Skill Practice 
Average r: .47 Cronbach's Alpha: .61 
Item #: 
1. To practice skills. 
3. To help others improve their skills in an 
activity. 
Items that did not cluster: 
2. For a chance to be on my own. 
9. To watch people. 
12. So I could do something creative, such as 
sketch or paint. 
18. The temperatures are more agreeable there. 
20. To be without the rest of the family for awhile. 
Following the techniques explained in Driver (1977), 
the following clusters were defined. One cluster was 
identical to Driver's predefined "Family Togetherness" scale 
(Table 7). Its average Spearman correlation value was 0.82. 
Its reliability coefficient Alpha was 0.92. Another scale, 
the cluster "Enjoy People", was a combination of the Driver 
scales "Being with Friends" and "Being with Similar People". 
Driver lists these scales under a single outcome domain — 
Social Contact (Driver 1977). The remaining clusters 
combined Driver scales referencing various outcome domains. 
The study's "Escape Pressures" scale combined the Driver 
domain scales "Physical Rest", Escape Personal-Social 
Pressures", Escape Physical Pressures" and "Temperature". 
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"Change of Routine" combined the domain scales "Exercise", 
"Physical Fitness", "Escape Personal-Social Pressures" and 
"Relationships with Nature". Skill practice was a 
combination of the "Achievement" and "Leadership/Autonomy" 
Driver outcome scales (Driver 1977) . 
Q5 in the survey asked respondents to indicate where 
they spent their time when they had two to three hours for 
leisure. Q6 asked them to circle in Q5 the one place they 
spent most of their free time. Five responses dominated the 
identification of preferred sites. They were home, yard or 
lot, neighborhood or community park, natural area, and 
privately operated area. The nonparametric Kruskil-Wallis 
one-way analysis of variance test was used to test the 
relationship between mean scores on the dependent variables 
extracted through the cluster analysis of Q8 and the 
objective measures of preferred recreational sites. 
The Kruskil-Wallis nonparametric test is designed to 
test for independence among related samples on a single 
variable (SPSSX 1983). The test determines whether ranks of 
individual observations are distributed equally among 
groups, or whether one group receives a significantly 
greater percentage of higher or lower ranking scores (Lehman 
1975) . The skewed distribution of the dependent variable 
and the fact that the dependent variable is measured only on 
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the ordinal level make the Kruskil-Wallis test more 
appropriate than comparable parametric tests. The 
nonparametric test more accurately determines whether the 
difference in groups is due to sampling variability or to 
the true effect of the dependent variable on the independent 
variable (Lehman 1975). Results are shown in Table 8 to 
Table 12. Also shown are the mean response scores for each 
dependent variable stratified by the five preferred sites 
respondents indicated in Q6. 
TABLE 8 
Relationship between preferred residential 
recreational settings and the domain scale 
Escape Pressures 
Preferred Site Mean Score Standard Deviation 
Home 3.6 1.1 
Yard or Vacant Lot 4.1 0.7 
Comm. or Ngbrhd. Prk. 4.2 0.5 
Natural Area 4.3 0.8 
Private Area 2.8 1.3 
Kruskil-Wallis One-Way Anova: 
Preferred # Mean Chi Chi 
Site Cases Rank Square Sig Square* Sig* 
Home 71 55.3 16.7 0.00 16.8 0.00 
Yard/Lot 14 70.0 
Comm/Ng Pk 4 74.3 
Nat'1 Area 23 81.5 
Private 9 33.7 
*Corrected for ties. 
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TABLE 9 
Relationship between preferred residential 
recreational settings and the domain scale 
Family Togetherness 
Preferred Site Mean Scale Score Standard Deviation 
Home 3.4 1.5 
Yard or Vacant Lot 3.4 0.9 
Comm. or Ngbrhd. Prk. 3.1 1.8 
Natural Area 2.9 1.7 
Private Area 1.4 0.9 
Kruskil Wallis One-Way Anova: 
Preferred # Mean Chi Chi 
Site Cases Rank Square Sig Square* Sig* 
Home 73 67.8 13.2 O
 
•
 
o
 
13.6 0.01 
Yard/Lot 14 64.7 
Comm/Ng Pk 4 60.9 
Nat'l Area 23 57.3 
Private 9 23.1 
*Corrected for ties. 
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TABLE 10 
Relationship between preferred residential 
recreational settings and the outcome domain 
Change of Routine 
Preferred Site Mean Scale Score Standard Deviation 
Home 2 .2 1.1 
Yard or Vacant Lot 2 .7 0.9 
Comm. or Ngbrhd. Prk. 4 .0 0.3 
Natural Area 4 .0 0.7 
Private Area 3 .0 1.2 
Kruskil Wallis One-Way Anova 
Preferred # Mean Chi Chi 
Site Cases Rank Square Sig Square* Sig* 
Home 72 46.1 43.8 0.00 44.0 0.00 
Yard/Lot 13 61.2 
Comm/Ng Pk 4 98.6 
Nat11 Area 23 98.2 
Private 9 68.1 
*Corrected for ties. 
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TABLE 11 
Relationship between preferred residential 
recreational settings and the outcome domain 
Enjoy People 
Preferred Site Mean Scale Score Standard Deviation 
Home 3 .1 1.1 
Yard or Vacant Lot 2 .6 1.0 
Comm. or Ngbrhd. Prk. 3 .6 0.6 
Natural Area 2 .7 1.1 
Private Area 3 .3 1.3 
Kruskil Wallis One-Way Anova: 
Preferred # Mean Chi Chi 
Site Cases Rank Square Sig Square* Sig* 
Home 73 64.1 5.7 0.22 5.7 0.22 
Yard/Lot 13 49.3 
Comm/Ng Pk 4 81.5 
Nat'l Area 23 52.3 
Private 9 72.7 
•Corrected for ties. 
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TABLE 12 
Relationship between preferred residential 
recreational settings and the outcome domain 
Skill Practice 
Preferred Site Mean Scale Score Standard Deviation 
Home 2.3 1.1 
Yard or Vacant Lot 2.4 1.1 
Comm. or Ngbrhd. Prk. 3.1 1.5 
Natural Area 2.2 1.1 
Private Area 3.1 1.2 
Kruskil Wallis One-Way Anova: 
Preferred # Mean Chi Chi 
Site Cases Rank Square Sig Square* Sig* 
Home 72 46 .1 43.8 0.00 44.0 0.00 
Yard/Lot 13 61 .2 
Comm/Ng Pk 4 98 .6 
Nat'l Area 23 98 .2 
Private 9 68 .1 
•Corrected for ties. 
The Kruskil-Wallis test demonstrated a significant 
difference (two-tailed p^.0.1) for the dependent variables 
"Escape Pressure" (p^.0.0), "Change of Routine" (p^.0.0) and 
"Family Togetherness" (P<0.0). "Enjoying People" 
differentiated among users of the five preferred sites with 
a significance of p.£0.2); "Skill Practice" with a pl0.2 
(See Table 8 to Table 12). 
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Results of the preceding analyses support Hypothesis 1. 
For each test of the hypothesis, theoretically meaningful 
relationships between preferred residential recreational 
settings and reasons for engaging in recreational activities 
in these settings were found. Only two variables 
demonstrated a relationship with the independent variables 
where p>0«l —"Enjoying People" and "Skill Practice". This 
fact suggests that any of the preferred recreational sites 
provide similar opportunities for experiences which satisfy 
the need to practice skills or enjoy being with people. 
Hypothesis 2 
Hypothesis 2 stated that the neighborhood park setting 
provides opportunities for definable experience 
expectations. The dependent variables used to test this 
hypothesis included responses to the items referencing 
Driver's (1977) Experience Outcome scales found in both Q8 
and Q12 of the survey (See Appendix A). The format of both 
questions was identical. Q12 asked participants to respond 
to the 24 items referencing 9 Outcome Domain scales as they 
applied to their recreational experiences in the 
neighborhood park near their home. Q8, as discussed 
previously, asked respondents about the recreational 
experiences they sought while recreating in a preferred site 
in or close to their home. A comparison of responses to 
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these questions on the independent variables park users and 
park nonusers provided the means for analyzing the validity 
of the second hypothesis. 
Cluster analysis of the responses to Q12 produced a 
group of scales different than those produced by cluster 
analyzing the items in Q8. Table 13 shows each of the 
clusters associated with park use. It also includes the 
average Spearman correlation and coefficient Alpha of the 
groups of items forming each cluster. The park experience 
outcome scales were equally as reliable across the sample 
population as the preferred site experience outcome scales. 
The items in each of the scales contributed to an Alpha 
coefficient of 0.73 or higher. Again five items did not 
contribute to any cluster. Four of these items were four of 
the items not clustering in the preferred site outcome 
domain scales. The fact that these items did not cluster in 
any of the descriptions of neighborhood recreational 
opportunities suggests that they are insignificant in the 
description of residential recreational experiences. They 
do not describe a problem state leading an individual to 
pursue a recreational opportunity (Chapter Three). 
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TABLE 13 
Cluster Analysis of Neighborhood Park Outcomes: 
Dependent Variables used to test Hypothesis 2 
Scale:Release Tension 
Average r: .64 Cronbach's Alpha: .86 
Item #: 
14. To relax physically. 
15. To help release some built-up tensions. 
19. For a change from everyday life. 
24. To forget the pressures of my daily work 
for awhile. 
Scale: Be with Family/Friends 
Average r: .54 Cronbach's Alpha: .85 
Item #: 
4. So the family could do something together. 
5. So I could do things with my friends. 
6. For a chance to be with people who are enjoying 
themselves. 
22. To help bring the family together more. 
23. So I could be with the people I enjoy. 
Scale: Meet People 
Average r: .48 Cronbach's Alpha: .81 
Item #: 
7. For a chance to meet new people. 
8. To be with people who are using the area. 
9. To watch people. 
10. To learn more about things here. 
11. To enjoy the scenery. 
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Table 13 
Neighborhood park outcome scales (continued): 
Scale: Calm Atmosphere 
Average r: .63 Cronbach's Alpha: .79 
Item #: 
16. I thought the area would be peaceful and calm. 
17. Because there is more elbow room there. 
Scale: Exercise 
Average r: .45 Cronbach's Alpha: .73 
Item #: 
1. To practice skills. 
13. For the exercise. 
21. To help keep physically fit. 
Items that did not cluster 
2. For a chance to be on my own. 
3. To help others improve their skills in an activity. 
12. So I could do something creative, such as 
sketch or paint. 
18. The temperatures are more agreeable there. 
20. To be without the rest of the family for awhile. 
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TABLE 14 
Comparison of Preferred Site 
and Neighborhood Park Outcome Domain Scales 
Preferred Site's Scales 
1. Escape Pressure 
Alpha .83 
Average r .64 
Scaled items 14-17,24 
2. Enjoy People 
Alpha .85 
Average r .54 
Scaled items 5-8,23 
3. Family Togetherness 
Alpha .92 
Average r .82 
Scaled items 4,22 
4.Change of Routine 
Alpha .82 
Average r .49 
Neighborhood Park's Scales 
1. Release Tension 
Alpha .86 
Average r .64 
Scaled items 14,15,19,24 
2. Be with Family/ Friends 
Alpha .85 
Average r .54 
Scaled items 4-6,22,23 
3. Meet People 
Alpha .81 
Average r .48 
Scaled items 7-11 
4. Calm Atmosphere 
Alpha .79 
Average r .63 
Scaled items 10,11,13,19,21 Scaled items 16,17 
5. Skill Practice 
Alpha .61 
Average r .47 
Scaled items 1,3 
5. Exercise 
Alpha .73 
Average r .45 
Scaled items 1,13,21 
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Table 14 presents a side by side description of the 
items that loaded on the clusters for preferred site and 
neighborhood park experience outcomes, along with each 
cluster's Cronbach's reliability and average Spearman 
correlation coefficients. Empirical comparisons of the five 
scales describing the preferred site outcomes with the five 
describing neighborhood park experiences presents the 
following similarities and differences. 
Items appearing in four of the five preferred site 
clusters were divided among the five park outcome domain 
scales. The items clustering on the "Escape Pressures" 
scale for preferred sites were found in the "Release 
Tensions" (14,15,24) and "Calm Atmosphere" (16,17) clusters 
describing neighborhood park outcome scales. 
The items clustering on the "Enjoy People" cluster for 
preferred sites were part of the "Be with Family/Friends" 
(5,6,23), and "Meet People" (7,8) park outcome domain 
scales. The items falling into the preferred site outcome 
domain scale "Change of Routine" appeared in the "Release 
Tension" (19), "Meet People" (10,11), and "Exercise" (13,21) 
scales for neighborhood park domains. One of the two items 
found in the preferred site scale "Skill Practice" (1) 
appeared in the "Exercise" scale for park users. The other 
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item (3) did not appear in any of the scales describing 
neighborhood park outcome Finally, the fifth preferred 
outcome domain scale "Family Togetherness" appeared as a 
subscale within the "Be with Family/Friends" neighborhood 
park outcome domain scale. 
Empirically, each opportunity — the neighborhood park 
and the preferred site — appears to offer characteristic 
recreational experiences. The outcome domain scales 
describing each residential recreational opportunity were 
equally reliable for the entire sample. Additionally the 
inter-item correlation values on the two sets of scale were 
fairly high. These facts suggest that people use their 
preferred site or their neighborhood park to fulfil specific 
and different recreational needs. 
Four additional tests were used to determine whether 
neighborhood park experience opportunities as described by 
the park experience outcome scales were unique. In all the 
tests the dependent variables were the scales extracted 
through cluster analysis (Dixon 1981) of the 24 items 
presented in Q8 and Q12. The independent variables were 
neighborhood park user and nonuser groups. 
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The first test compared neighborhood park users and 
nonusers on the basis of their mean scale score on the 
outcome domain scales for preferred recreational sites. If 
results indicated that the two populations were independent, 
it would be possible to state that park users seek a 
specific set of outcomes that are achievable only in the 
neighborhood park setting. The nonparametric Mann-Whitney 
U/Wilcoxxon Rank Sum W test of independence between two 
samples (SPSSX 1983) was used to test for statistical 
differences. A nonparametric test was chosen over a 
comparable parametric test because the dependent variables 
were ordinal level and not normally distributed. 
The second test compared neighborhood park users and 
nonusers on the basis of their mean scale scores on the 
neighborhood park outcome domain scales. Its logic was 
similar to that of the first test. If results of the test 
indicated that the two subgroups in the sample were 
independent, it might be concluded that park nonusers seek a 
specific set of experience outcomes that are not ensconced 
in neighborhood park recreational opportunities. Again, the 
nonparametric Mann Whitney U/ Wilcoxxon Rank Sum W provided 
the test for independence between groups. A two tailed 
p<0.1 was considered significant. Tables 15 and 16 present 
the results of the two previously described tests. 
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TABLE 15 
Comparison of neighborhood park user/nonuser 
subgroups on the basis of mean scale scores on 
preferred recreational site outcome domain scales 
Mann-Whitney U Wilcoxxon Rank Sum W test: 
Mean Rank # Cases 
Scale User Non User Non 2-tailed 
Esc. Press. 66.6 61.4 63 64 0.4 
Change 65.9 62.1 63 64 0.6 
Fam. Tog. 69.4 60.7 64 65 0.2 
Enjoy Peop. 66.1 63.0 64 64 0.6 
Skill Prac. 70.1 61.0 65 65 0.2 
TABLE 16 
Comparison of neighborhood park user/nonuser 
subgroups on the basis of scores on neighborhood park 
outcome domain scales 
Mann-Whitney U Wilcoxxon Rank Sum W test: 
Mean Rank # Cases 
Scale User Non User Non 2-tailed 
Rel. Ten. 68.1 62.0 63 66 0.4 
Fam/Friend 68.5 59.4 64 63 0.2 
Meet Peop. 66.1 61.0 63 63 0.4 
Calm At. 66.1 64.0 63 66 0.8 
Exercise 64.6 63.4 63 64 0.9 
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Statistically, there were no significant differences 
(p<0.1) between neighborhood park user and nonuser subgroups 
on the basis of their scores on either the preferred site or 
the neighborhood park outcome domain scales. This may be 
due in part to the fact that the test for independence was 
based only on group scale scores for activities in preferred 
settings. Due to the way the questionnaire was designed, 
comparisons could not be made between the outcome domain 
scales associated with park use and the outcome domain 
scores associated with activities in a preferred setting. 
Another possible explanation for the insignificant 
results could be related to the fact that both low and high 
scorers on each outcome domain scale were included in the 
comparative analyses. The mean scale scores which were used 
to test for independence among neighborhood park user and 
nonuser groups represented the average scores of all 
respondents. To achieve greater differentiation between 
park user and nonuser groups, two tests were performed. 
In one test the sample was divided into two groups 
based on how they scored on the domain scales describing 
preferred site and neighborhood park recreational 
opportunities. One group scored above the mean on the two 
sets of scales; the other group scored below. Neighborhood 
park users and nonusers scoring above and below the mean 
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scale score were then crosstabulated. The Chi-square 
statistic was used to test for significant differences 
(P<0.1) among the groups. Table 17 presents these results. 
The results show no statistical difference between 
neighborhood park user and nonuser groups on the basis of hi 
and low scores on the neighborhood park outcome domain 
scales. 
In the final test for differentiation among 
neighborhood park user and nonuser experience expectations 
only those park nonusers who indicated in Q14 (See Appendix 
A) that there was nothing for them to do in their 
neighborhood park were selected to compare with park users. 
As in the previous test, this group of nonusers was selected 
to attempt to maximize differences among park users and 
nonusers. The dependent variables for the test were the 
experience expectations associated with preferred and 
neighborhood park recreational settings. The independent 
variables were park user and the special case of nonusers. 
The nonparametric Mann Whitney U/ Wilcoxxon Rank Sum W test 
determined whether the park user/nonuser groups were 
independent. The results, presented in Table 18, show no 
statistical differences (p^.0.1) between preferred site and 
neighborhood park experience expectations of users and the 
special case of nonusers. 
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TABLE 17 
Crosstabulation of neighborhood park users and nonusers 
on the basis of high and low scores on preferred site 
and neighborhood park outcome domain scales, in percent 
Outcome Mean Users Non Chi-
Domains Score Hi Lo Hi Lo Sig 
Preferred Site 
Escape Pressures 3.7 56% 44% 59% 41% 0.4 
Enjoy People 3.0 59% 41% 55% 45% 1.0 
Family Together. 3.2 61% 39% 56% 54% 0.3 
Change Routine 2.8 52% 48% 50% 50% 0.5 
Skill Practice 2.4 65% 35% 49% 51% 0.5 
Ngbrhd. Park 
Release Tension 3.5 57% 43% 53% 47% 0.8 
Family/Friends 3.1 50% 50% 51% 49% 0.6 
Meet People 2.0 49% 51% 56% 44% 0.6 
Calm Atmosphere 3.0 65% 35% 58% 42% 0.5 
Exercise 2.5 47% 53% 53% 47% 0.4 
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TABLE 18 
Comparison of the mean scale scores of neighborhood 
users and nonusers who said they did not use the 
park because "there was nothing to do there" 
Mean Scale Scores Mean Rank 2-Tailed 
Scale User Nonuser User Non Test 
(N=63) (N=39) 
Preferred Site 
Esc. Press. 3.7 3.3 50.5 53.2 0.6 
Change 2.8 2.4 53.4 48.5 0.3 
Fam. Tog. 3.3 2.6 54.7 46.3 0.1 
Enjoy Peop. 3.0 2.7 53.0 49.1 0.4 
Skill Pract. 2.4 2.1 53.5 53.1 0.3 
Ngbrhd. Park 
Rel. Tens. 3.7 3.3 53.1 49.0 0.4 
Fam./Friend 3.4 2.8 55.1 45.7 0.1 
Meet Peop. 2.3 1.9 53.1 48.9 0.4 
Calm At. 3.3 3.0 51.3 51.8 0.9 
Exercise 2.8 2.6 51.4 51.7 0.9 
The insignificant results of the two previous tests 
could be due to the fact that users and nonusers were 
compared on their preferred site and neighborhood park 
experience expectations only in nonpark settings. The user 
and nonuser scores did not apply to neighborhood park 
settings. Also the results might have been insignificant 
because inappropriate experience scale items were chosen to 
describe preferred site or neighborhood park experience 
expectations. Perhaps there are additional experience 
expectations associated with neighborhood park or preferred 
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site settings that were not tested in the study. Other 
items in Driver's series of outcome domains might provide 
stronger descriptors of residential experience expectations. 
Use of alternate scales might have produced significant 
differentiation between user/nonuser groups on the basis of 
the recreational outcomes they seek. 
In sum, the second hypothesis was not supported by the 
data. Neighborhood park users and nonusers could not be 
statistically differentiated on the basis of their scores on 
the neighborhood park and preferred setting outcome domain 
scales. 
Hypothesis 3  
Hypothesis three stated that families with young 
children (elementary school age and younger) comprise the 
majority of neighborhood park users. Table 19a presents the 
percentages of park users grouped according to the age of 
their children. As shown, the highest percentage of users 
falls under the age group category 0 to 5 years. However, 
the percentages of users falling under the categories of 6 
to 10 years and 11 to 15 years are very similar. 
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Table 19b shows that a relationship does exist between 
park use and families with children falling into certain age 
groups. However the hypothesis that families with young 
children represent the majority of park users is not 
entirely supported. Table 19b shows that people in families 
with children under the age of 16 are more likely to use the 
park than those families with children 16 and older. This 
pattern held true for both study areas. Park use 
significantly differed among people in families with 
children under 16 (chi-square significance level: p=0.0 in 
Area A ; p=0.0 in Area B). Additionally the Lambda 
statistic measuring the degree of association between the 
dependent and independent variables is greater than 0.5 for 
both areas. 
Table 20 presents significant socio-economic and 
demographic variables that differentiated between park use 
and nonuse. They included distance from the park, length of 
residence at the present address, size of the immediate 
family, children's ages, education, and occupation. Each of 
these variables recorded a chi-square significance of at 
least p<_0.1. Their Lambda coefficients ranged from 0.1 to 
0.6. The table illustrates how significantly children's 
ages within a family contribute to the differentiation 
between neighborhood park user and nonuser subgroups. The 
variable had the most significant chi-square value (pi.0.0) 
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and the highest lambda coefficient (0.6). 
In sum, hypothesis 3 is found to be partially 
supported. The age of children is a significant predictor 
of park use, however the age range of the children extends 
far beyond the age group hypothesized. Park users tend to 
be members of families with children under the age of 16. 
TABLE 19a 
Percentage of neighborhood park users in families 
with children 
Children's Ages 
% of Park Users in 
Families with Children (N=42) 
0 to 5 years 
6 to 10 years 
11 to 15 years 
16 to 20 years 
21+ years 
41% 
29% 
21% 
2% 
7% 
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TABLE 19b 
Percentage of neighborhood park users and nonusers 
in families with children under 16 years, or 
16 years and older 
Study Children < 16 Children > 16 Chi-sq. Lambda 
Area User Non User Non Sig. Coef. 
A 79% 21% 1% 90% 0.0 0.5 
B 76% 24% 16% 84% 0.0 0.6 
TABLE 20 
Comparison of neighborhood park users and nonusers 
across significant (p<.10) socio-economic and 
demographic variables 
SES Variable Chi-sq. Sig. Lambda Coef. 
Blocks form Park 0.1 0.1 
Years in House 0.0 0.3 
Family Size 0.0 0.3 
Children's Ages 0.0 0.6 
Education Level 0.0 0.2 
Occupation 0.1 0.3 
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Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5 
Hypothesis 4 and 5 focused on reasons why individuals 
might not use their neighborhood park. Hypothesis 4 stated 
that physical barriers do not account for the majority of 
park nonuse. Hypothesis 5 stated that social barriers do 
not account for the majority of neighborhood park nonuse. 
Support for these hypotheses would suggest that the majority 
of park nonuse is because neighborhood parks do not provide 
the recreational opportunities people seek when they 
recreate in a limited time period close to home. 
Question 14 (see Appendix A) asked park nonusers to 
indicate their reasons for not using the neighborhood park 
close to their home. Table 21 presents the results. The 
barriers to neighborhood park use fell into four categories 
— physical, personal, social and opportunity. As shown, 
recreation opportunity barriers are responsible for the 
highest total percentage of barriers to park use. Nearly 29 
percent of the nonuser sample indicated that they did not go 
to their neighborhood park because it did not provide the 
experiences they desired or they perceived that 
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TABLE 21 
Barriers to neighborhood park use 
Physical Barriers % of Nonusers (N=104) 
Hours open 0.9 
Site location 1.7 
Maintenance 10.8 
Too far 5.2 
Where is it? 0.4 
Lighting 7.4 
No bathrooms 0.4 
Total 26.8 
Personal Barriers 
No time 8.7 
Too old 4.8 
Health 2.2 
Just Moved 0.4 
Total 16.1 
Social Barriers 
No companions 5.2 
Too crowded 3.9 
Fear of Crime 9.6 
Don't enjoy other users 7.8 
Total 26.5 
Rec. Opportunity Barriers 
Nothing to do there 17.7 
Use alternate site 10.8 
Total 
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there was nothing to do there. Twenty-seven percent of the 
sample of nonusers cited social or physical barriers as the 
reason why they did not use the park in their area. Sixteen 
percent claimed that personal barriers prevented them from 
using their neighborhood park. 
In sum, the previous results support Hypothesis 4 and 
5. Recreational opportunity barriers contribute to a high 
percentage neighborhood park nonuse. 
Hypothesis 6. 
Hypothesis 6 stated that the recreational experience 
expectations of neighborhood residents vary among groups of 
people with different attitudes towards the importance of 
leisure. This hypothesis was postulated to determine 
whether the experience expectations associated with the use 
of residential recreational opportunities varied with 
respect to people's attitudes towards leisure. Do 
respondents' needs for opportunities to "Escape Pressures" 
or have "Family Togetherness" vary according to their 
recreational attitudes and behaviors? 
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Question 2 provided the dependent variables for 
analyzing this hypothesis. Q2 presented respondents with 12 
scaled items referencing cognitive, affective and behavioral 
attitudes towards leisure (Ragheb and Beard 1982). Cluster 
analysis of these items produced three scales describing 
leisure attitudes. These scales were identical to those 
scales extracted in the procedure described by Ragheb and 
Beard (1982). Table 22 shows that these scales were highly 
reliable for the entire population. The Alpha coefficients 
ranged from 0.68 to 0.86. The Spearman's correlation 
coefficients averaged from 0.40 to 0.53. 
Table 22 also presents the mean scale responses to 
items in each of the leisure attitude clusters. Respondents 
would answer each of the item statements in terms of a five 
point Likert scale ranging from 1 "Strongly Agree" to 5 
"Strongly Disagree". A score of three was "No Opinion". 
Mean scale scores for each of the leisure attitude scales 
were as follows: 
Cognitive 1.26 
Affective 1.30 
Behavioral 2.30 
These scores imply that recreation behavior is constrained. 
Recreational behavior does not reflect desire . People do 
not participate in leisure activities as often as they would 
prefer. 
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TABLE 22 
Cluster analysis of leisure attitude scales: 
dependent variables used to test Hypothesis 6 
Scale: Cognitive Attitudes 
Mean Scale Score: 1.3 
Average r: .40 Cronbach's Alpha: .74 
Item #: 
1. Leisure time is beneficial to individuals and society 
2. Leisure time contributes to one's health. 
4. Engaging in leisure activities is a wise use of time. 
5. People need leisure time. 
Scale: Affective Attitudes 
Mean Scale Score: 1.3 
Average r: .53 Cronbach's Alpha: .86 
Item #: 
3. Leisure time increases one's happiness 
6. My leisure time gives me pleasure. 
7. I value my leisure time. 
8. My leisure time is refreshing. 
9. I like my leisure time. 
Scale: Behavioral Attitudes 
Mean Scale Score: 2.3 
Average r: .52 Cronbach's Alpha: .68 
Item #: 
11. I participate in leisure activities often. 
12. I give my leisure high priority among other activities 
Items that did not cluster 
10. I would like to increase my free time to 
participate in more leisure activities. 
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The outcome domain scales referencing experience 
expectations in preferred recreational settings and in 
neighborhood parks were the independent variables used in 
the analysis of Hypothesis 6. The section under Hypothesis 
1 and Hypothesis 2 earlier in this chapter describe how 
these variables were developed. To analyze Hypothesis 6 a 
comparison was made between high and low preferred site 
experience outcome scales and high and low leisure attitude 
scale scores. Table 23 presents the results of significant 
comparisons (chi-square statistic:p<0.1). Also presented 
are the Lambda coefficients of association between the 
independent and dependent variables. 
Only affective attitudes towards leisure significantly 
differentiated among groups with various experience 
expectations. The experience expectations having a 
significant relationship with groups having specific 
affective leisure attitudes were "Pressure Release", "Change 
of Scene" and "Family Togetherness". The strength of 
association between the dependent and independent variables 
was very weak, however. Lambda coefficients were all 0.0. 
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TABLE 23 
High and low leisure attitude scale scorers that 
significantly differentiated among high and low 
scorers on preferred site and neighborhood park 
experience expectation scales, in percent 
Experience Affective Scale Chi-sq. 
Expectation High Low Sig. Lambda 
Preferred Site 
Pressure Release 
Low 24% 47% 0.0 0.0 
High 76% 53% 
Change of Scene 
Low 72% 53% 
O
 • 
o
 
O
 • 
o
 
High 28% 47% 
Family Togetherness 
Low 31% 46% 0.1 0.0 
High 69% 54% 0.1 0.0 
No significant correlations were observed between high "and 
low scorers on leisure attitude and neighborhood park 
experience expectation scales. 
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In general, Hypothesis 6 was not supported by the 
results. A larger percentage of respondents scoring high on 
both the affective attitude scale (the scale measuring 
personal feelings towards one's leisure time) and the 
outcome domains "Escape Pressures", "Change of Scene" and 
"Family Togetherness". No other relationships between 
leisure attitudes and residential recreational experience 
expectations were found. Consequently, the scales 
describing residential recreational opportunities are 
independent of people's leisure attitudes. 
Hypothesis 2 
The final hypothesis proposed that park use differs 
among resident groups with varying socio-economic profiles. 
Chi-square statistics were used to test the independence 
among park users and nonusers on the following 
socio-economic and demographic variables; "Blocks from the 
Park","Years at the Present Address", "Immediate Family 
Size", "Family Life Cycle", "Education", "Occupation" and 
"Housing Type". Table 24 presents the results. 
The socio-economic and demographic variables 
contributing significantly (p<0.1) to the prediction of park 
use/nonuse were Time at Residence, Family Size, Family Life 
Cycle, Education, and Occupation. Gamma statistics reveal 
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the following associations among the dependent and 
independent variables. Park use decreases as length of 
residence increases and family life cycle progresses 
(children get older) . Park use increases as family size and 
education level increases. Because of the categorization of 
occupation types, the Gamma statistic could not be 
interpreted. However the fact that occupation did 
significantly differentiate among users and nonusers 
suggests that an additional variable — income— might also 
have been a significant predictor. This variable was not 
incorporated into the questionnaire because it often 
negatively affects the respondent's willingness to complete 
and return the survey. 
The socio economic and demographic variable 
contributing most strongly to the determination of park use 
or nonuse was Family Life Cycle. The latter result was 
discussed more extensively in the section on Hypothesis 3. 
In general, the results supported the 7th hypothesis. 
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TABLE 24 
Neighborhood park user/nonuser comparisons across 
socio-economic and demographic variables 
Variable User Non Chi-sq. Sig. Lambda Gamm 
Blks. Away 
1-2 18 5 0.1 0.1 0.3 
3-4 15 14 
5-6 20 16 
7-10 16 13 
10 + 4 8 
Yrs. in House 
0-1 29 28 0.0 0.3 0.2 
1-3 20 8 
3-5 12 10 
5+ 15 36 
Fam. Size 
1 13 23 0.1 0.3 -0.3 
2-4 50 49 
5 + 9 9 
# Wage Earners 
1 40 28 0.3 0.1 0.1 
2+ 32 29 
Life Cycle 
0 kids 33 44 0.0 0.6 0.7 
< 16 yrs 38 11 
16+ yrs 4 25 
Gender 
M 33 46 0.2 0.1 -0.2 
F 44 40 
Education 
H.Schl. 35 47 0.0 0.2 -0.1 
Coll. 55 63 
Post Col 11 9 
Occupation 
White Collar 24 26 0.1 0.3 0.2 
Blue Collar 36 20 
Student 10 17 
Retired 3 18 
Housing Type 
Single Fam. 50 49 0.3 0.0 0.2 
Duplex 4 2 
4 Plex 12 15 
> 4 Plex 1 7 
Apt House 10 13 
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Summary of the Results 
Table 25 presents a summary of the seven study 
hypotheses and their results. The study verified that 
preferred residential recreational sites offer different 
recreational opportunities (Hypothesis 1). However, it did 
not demonstrate that the recreational experience 
opportunities sought in neighborhood parks are empirically 
different from those sought in alternate preferred 
residential recreational sites (Hypothesis 2). 
Specifically, the study did not find any differences in the 
experience expectations defined by neighborhood park and 
nonusers (Hypothesis 2). 
Data from the study showed that opportunity barriers 
are equally important as accessibility barriers, and more 
important than social barriers in the explanation of park 
nonuse (Hypotheses 4 and 5). The study found that 
respondents' attitudes towards leisure do not differentiate 
between neighborhood park users and nonusers (Hypothesis 6) . 
Finally, data from the study recorded socio-demographic 
differences between neighborhood park users and nonusers 
(Hypothesis 7) . 
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TABLE 25 
Summary of the Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1: Supported 
Individuals seek specific recreation experiences when they 
recreate close to home during limited periods of time. 
Hypothesis 2: Not Supported 
The neighborhood park setting provides opportunities for 
definable experience expectations. 
Hypothesis 3: Supported 
Families with young children are the most frequent 
neighborhood park users. 
Hypothesis 4: Supported 
Physical barriers account for a minority of the 
nonuse of neighborhood parks. 
Hypothesis 5: Supported 
Social barriers account for a minority of the 
nonuse of neighborhood parks. 
Hypothesis 6: Not Supported 
The experience expectations of neighborhood residents vary 
among groups with attitudes towards the importance of 
leisure. 
Hypothesis 7: Supported 
The use of neighborhood parks differs among neighborhood 
resident groups with varying socio-economic and demographic 
profiles. 
Neighborhood Park User/Nonuser Profiles 
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The park user is most likely to be between the ages of 
27 and 46. Generally this individual is a member of a 
family with children under the age of 16. Most likely the 
children are five or younger. The park user's family 
typically lives within two blocks of the park and has been a 
resident of the neighborhood from one to three years. The 
park user's family most often has only one wage earner. The 
park user is most often female. 
Park nonusers are single individuals or are members of 
families with no children, or with children 16 years and 
older. These individuals tend to be young (14 to 35) or 
retired. More park nonusers are long term neighborhood 
residents than users (5+ years). An individual is more 
likely to be a neighborhood park nonuser if he lives ten or 
more blocks from the park. 
CHAPTER SIX 
Conclusion 
Introduction 
This chapter discusses the study results in terms of 
the methodological and theoretical considerations for future 
research and in terms of the use of standards for community 
park planning. 
Implications for Standards Planning 
This research evaluated the adequacy of traditional 
standards-based community recreation planning techniques in 
a study of the use/nonuse of neighborhood parks. Literature 
reviewed for the study established that traditional 
standards are arbitrarily conceived and applied (Chapter 2). 
A subsequent assumption was that the use of traditional 
standards in a community recreation plan would inadequately 
assess need and thus would result in the development of 
inappropriate (underused) recreation facilities. The study 
attempted to show the inadequacy of standards-based planning 
procedures. Using a technique developed by Driver (1977) 
and extensively tested in wildland recreational settings, 
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the study evaluated whether experience expectations in a 
community recreation facility reflected that demanded 
(experience expectations achieved in preferred residential 
recreational sites). The neighborhood park was a case study 
for this research. 
The study verified that recreationists seek different 
experiences in preferred leisure settings when they have two 
or three hours of available time; ie., neighborhood parks 
differ from the home, yard or natural area in several 
social-psychological outcomes sought during recreational 
engagements. However, the study was not able to 
statistically verify that experience expectations in a 
neighborhood park recreational opportunity differed for 
neighborhood park users and nonusers. Yet, a number of 
social demographic characteristics and other factors 
relevant to the use of standards did differentiate between 
users and nonusers. In this respect the study still 
provided evidence for the arbitrariness of standards-based 
community recreational planning. 
Specifically, study results suggest that aspects of 
standards used to evaluate neighborhood park needs in 
residential Missoula, Montana are inappropriate. The 1976 
Missoula County Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan 
(Hollenbaugh) evaluated neighborhood park needs based on the 
Page 130 
standard 2.5 acres per 1000 people serving a 1/4 mile area. 
The standard assumed that residents living beyond 1/4 mile 
from the park would be less likely to use the park. 
Application of this standard would present arguments for the 
development of a series of neighborhood parks. 
Results of Hypothesis 7 demonstrated, however, that the 
distance a resident lives from the park does not 
significantly differentiate between neighborhood park users 
and nonusers (See Table 24) at least within the range 
studied. Furthermore these results show that the frequency 
of park nonusers does not greatly exceed the number of park 
users until they live 10 or more blocks from the park. As 
the average length of a city block is 300 feet (Cahoon 
1984), a distance of 10 blocks would nearly equal 1/2 mile. 
Consequently a more appropriate service radius for 
neighborhood park would be 1/2 mile. 
Additionally, the study demonstrated the inaccuracy of 
traditional standards-based recreational planning methods by 
demonstrating that these methods inadequately assess 
residential recreational needs. Traditional standards-based 
community recreation planning strategies assess residential 
recreational need in terms of park accessibility. Quantity 
of parks is the criterion, not quality (See Chapters 1 and 
2). Results of Hypotheses 4,5, and 7 demonstrate the 
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inadequacy of this measure. 
Hypothesis 4 and 5 evaluated the reasons people choose 
not to use their neighborhood park. The analysis found that 
the single most cited reason was that there was nothing to 
do there (See Table 21). Overall, the analyses showed that 
opportunity barriers were cited more frequently than other 
barriers (accessibility, social or personal) when 
respondents were asked why they did not use their 
neighborhood park. Hypothesis 7 demonstrated that 
neighborhood parks appeal to very specific user publics. 
Family life cycle stage was a significant socio-demographic 
variable in the differentiation between neighborhood park 
users and nonusers. In general, respondents with families 
having children under 16 years were most likely to use the 
neighborhood parks. The results of these hypotheses 
suggested that an evaluation of neighborhood park needs 
based only on a standards assessment — an assessment 
emphasizing location and number — would be incomplete. 
A final indicator of the inadequacy of traditional 
standards-based assessments was implicated in the similar 
frequency levels of park users and nonusers in the two study 
areas (See Table 6a). The 1976 Missoula County Park, 
Recreation and Open Space Plan determined that Area A needed 
facility and Area B needed acreage development to adequately 
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meet the needs of potential users. The logic of the 
traditional standards assessment is that use is maximized 
when an adequate amount of land is provided, in this case 
2.5 acres per 100 people. 
Accordingly, the neighborhood park in Area A should 
receive more use because it has the required ratio of acres 
to residents according to the planning standard. The study 
showed, however, that Park A and Park B received a nearly 
equal percentage of use (See Table 6a). This result implies 
that there are underlying effects on neighborhood park use. 
These effects should be incorporated into the community park 
planning process. 
In sum, the study results suggest that traditional 
standards-based planning methods do not adequately assess 
recreation demand. The park systems planned do not provide 
opportunities for all user groups. The standards-based 
assessment does not provide means for identifying excluded 
user groups. Additionally, changes recommended by a 
traditional standards-based planning process do not appear 
to affect facility use. 
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Community recreation planning processes should strive 
to identify the groups that are using different facilities. 
They should determine whether all residents groups have 
community recreational opportunities that meet their needs. 
The study results demonstrated that socio-demographic 
variables, particularly family life cycle, seem to serve as 
strong predictors for evaluating recreational need within a 
community. 
Considerations for Future Research 
This study was based on the theoretical proposition 
that recreational sites are used when their opportunities 
meet the recreational needs of potential users. Test groups 
of individuals were selected from urban neighborhoods 
offering similar neighborhood park opportunities, but 
representing different levels of neighborhood park 
development needs. Analyses were conducted to attempt to 
describe the test groups' recreational site patterns and to 
differentiate among test groups on the basis of their 
reasons for using a preferred recreational site. Additional 
analyses compared the relationship between neighborhood park 
use and nonuse on the basis of the following dependent 
variables; recreational experience expectations and 
socio-economic and demographic profiles. 
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In general, the results of this study only partially 
support the study's underlying theoretical propositions. 
The neighborhood park provided opportunities which satisfied 
characteristic recreational needs. However, the 
opportunities provided in the neighborhood park setting were 
n o t  u n i q u e .  A s  s h o w n  b y  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  H y p o t h e s i s  2 ,  
neighborhood park users and nonusers did not seek mutually 
exclusive recreational opportunities. The remainder of this 
chapter examines weaknesses in the study. Recommendations 
apply to the study's methodology and to modifications of the 
study's theoretical framework. 
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Methodological Considerations 
Recreational aspirations are influenced by many factors 
Past research (Chapter 3) suggests that recreation 
behavior and the consequences desired from that behavior ar 
determined by a multitude of factors such as the nature of 
the work environment, heredity, income, past recreational 
experiences, and so on. In the sampling design of this 
study the most important control for sampling was the 
compatability of neighborhood park recreational 
opportunities. To a lesser degree, the test groups 
reflected similar socio-economic characteristics (see Table 
6b). Nonetheless, they still varied in characteristics 
along all other dimensions known to influence recreational 
aspirations. High variance in dependent variable scores 
within test groups (Table 26) attest to the complexity of 
this problem. If respondents had been more similar along 
dimensions other than those selected to define the 
neighborhood groups, higher strength relationships may have 
been documented. 
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TABLE 26 
Reported mean scale scores and standard deviations 
for neighborhood park user/nonuser and preferred 
site^sample groups on the preferred site and 
neighborhood park outcome domain scales 
Ngbrhd. Pk. Preferred Area 
Scales User Non Home Yard Park Nat11 Priv. 
Pressure Rel. 
Mean Score 3 .9 3 .6 3 .6 4 .1 4 .2 4 .3 2 .8 
Std. Dev. 0 .87 1 .16 1 .01 0 .74 0 .54 0 .77 1 .26 
Change Routine 
Mean Scale 2 .8 2 .7 2 .2 2 .7 4 .0 4 .0 3 .0 
Std. Dev. 1 .16 1 .25 1 .05 0 .85 0 .34 0 .72 1 .20 
Family Together 
Mean Scale 3 .4 3 .0 3 .4 3 .4 3 .1 2 .9 1 .4 
Std. Dev. 1 .48 1 .53 1 .52 0 .88 1 .75 1 .65 0 .86 
Enjoy People 
Mean Scale 3 .1 3 .0 3 .1 2 .6 3 .6 2 .7 3 .3 
Std. Dev. 1 .02 1 .18 1 .10 1 .01 0 .59 1 .11 1 .32 
Skill Practice 
Mean Scale 2 .5 2 .3 2 .3 2 .4 3 .1 2 .2 3 .1 
Std. Dev. 1 .09 1 .19 1 .11 1 .05 1 .49 1 .10 1 .22 
Release Tension 
Mean Scale 3 .8 3 .5 3 .4 3 .3 3 .9 3 .8 3 .6 
Std. Dev. 0 .85 1 .14 1 .31 1 .11 0 .92 0 .86 1 .63 
Family/ Friends 
Mean Scale 3 .5 3 .2 3 .0 3 .7 3 .5 2 .7 2 .5 
Std. Dev. 1 .07 1 .35 1 .36 1 .22 1 .18 1 .58 1 .66 
Meet People 
Mean Scale 2 .3 2 .2 1 .9 2 .2 2 .6 1 .8 1 .9 
Std. Dev. 0 .90 0 .94 0 .79 1 .21 0 .80 0 .68 0 .66 
Calm Atmosphere 
Mean Scale 3 .5 3 .4 2 .8 3 .4 3 .1 3 .3 3 .0 
Std. Dev. 1 .27 1 .44 1 .37 0 .90 1 .25 1 .42 1 .23 
Exercise 
Mean Scale 2 .9 2 .9 2 .3 2 .5 2 .9 2 .7 2 .9 
Std. Dev. 1 .31 1 .32 1 .03 1 .07 0 .98 1 .28 1 .64 
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Sample Sizes must be sufficient 
Sample sizes used in this exploratory study were small. 
The characteristically high variance in dependent measures 
for each test group may partially be attributed to small 
sample size. This effect was particularly noticeable when 
the independent variable park user was analyzed separately 
for each study area with respect to the dependent variable 
blocks from the park (See Table 27). 
TABLE 27 
Frequency of neighborhood park users and nonusers across 
the variable "blocks from park", in percent 
Blocks From Park 
Study 1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 10+ Chi-Sq. 
Areas Use Non Use Non Use Non Use Non Use Non Sig. 
A 73 27 60 40 65 35 78 22 50 50 0.82 
B 88 12 47 53 47 53 45 55 25 75 0.15 
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The chi-square significance level increased considerably in 
Area B where respondents were more equally dispersed among 
the cells. Had the sample size been larger, it might be 
shown that distance to the park was a significant 
contributor to park use. Future studies should determine if 
distinctions between test groups can be sharpened by 
increasing sample sizes. 
Account for sources of error in survey instruments 
The question should be raised of how accurately survey 
instruments measure what is intended. Response bias can 
reduce the accuracy of measures. For example, responses to 
the leisure attitude items in Q2 may have reflected an 
appraisal that it is socially desirable to place a 
particular value on leisure opportunity. Additionally, 
responses may be biased in terms of the meanings attached to 
various scales. It is possible that respondents avoid the 
extremes in rating scales. To the extent that the this bias 
was operational and consistent across test groups, it would 
have provided for diminished differences in responses. 
Future research should define the contribution of these and 
other factors which reduce the validity of survey-based 
instruments. 
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Choose samples that more broadly represent park 
users/nonusers 
Respondents for this study were limited to those people 
age 16 and older residing in Areas A and B. The age limit 
was used because the survey format and syntax of the 
questions required a fairly high degree of reading 
comprehension. However, the age limitation may have 
eliminated the largest population of park users from the 
sample — children. Future studies should attempt to 
determine the significant categories of neighborhood park 
users by age groups. It is possible that the experience 
expectations associated with neighborhood park use would be 
more appropriately described by user groups under the age of 
16. 
Theoretical Considerations 
The findings in this study did not establish cause for 
reappraising its basic theoretical propositions. These 
propositions were twofold. The research was primarily based 
on the theory that the consumption of community recreational 
opportunities was dependent on the extent to which 
recreational program outputs are balanced with program 
inputs (land, labor and recreation demand). A secondary 
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theoretical concern dealt with the further verification of 
Driver's theory (1977) that people choose their recreational 
experiences to try to resolve human problem states. 
Neighborhood parks are the products of a planning 
process that generally ignored the input of recreational 
demand (Chapter 2). Planners and recreational professionals 
did not consider neighborhood characteristics when they 
evaluated the need for neighborhood parks. They merely 
applied a universal and arbitrary population to acres ratio 
standard. Consequently, planners and recreational 
professionals, by imposing their own assumptions about 
community recreational needs, created a residential 
recreational system appealing to a limited group of 
residents. Support for the first theory was established 
through the verification of Hypotheses 3, 4, 5, and 7. 
Analysis of Hypothesis 3 indicated that neighborhood 
park use is somewhat dependent on family life cycle. People 
living in families with children younger than 16 are more 
likely to be neighborhood park users; a majority of park 
users are members of families with children 5 years old or 
younger. Analysis of Hypothesis 4 and 5 demonstrated that 
opportunity barriers and physical barriers are equally 
responsible for neighborhood park nonuse. The validation of 
Hypothesis 7 indicates that park use is dependent on several 
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socio-demographic and economic variables. 
In general, the consumption of the neighborhood park 
recreational opportunity is dependent on the extent to which 
its recreational program opportunities reflect the inputs of 
land, labor, capital and most importantly recreational 
demand. Neighborhood park use is dependent on individual 
characteristics of potential user groups — in particular 
their family life cycle stage. 
Support for Driver's theory proceeds from the 
verification of Hypotheses 1 and 6. Area A and B's 
neighborhood parks and respondent-identified preferred 
recreational settings provide distinct recreational 
opportunities. These opportunities are characterizable by 
the need to satisfy specific user group desires. However, 
the outcome domains describing the employed recreational 
opportunities in Areas A and B still need to be refined. 
Younger age groups should be studied to determine whether 
their recreational needs are stronger predictors of 
neighborhood park use and nonuse. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
The results of this study demonstrated that the 
outcomes associated with recreating in a neighborhood park 
are empirically different from those outcomes sought by 
recreating in an alternate residential recreational site. 
Additionally, the results indicated that the outcomes 
associated with recreating in various "preferred" 
recreational sites were different. These results could have 
some implications for community recreation planning. Should 
the experiences provided in the neighborhood park setting be 
expanded to attract more users? Should different 
opportunities altogether be planned? 
At first glance, the answer seems to be "no". 
Neighborhood parks received a much higher percentage of use 
than the literature suggested (Chapter 2). To expand 
neighborhood experience opportunities to try to include 
"everyone's" needs could become a manager's nightmare. As 
long as the facility is being adequately used, it is not a 
taxpayer's anathema. Energies might better be spent 
coordinating the development of alternative recreational 
opportunities with other agencies. 
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However, it should be demonstrated that the data 
collected in this study can not be used to completely 
address questions concerning the adequacy of neighborhood 
park planning procedures. The questionnaire did not 
question park users about the regularity of their visits. 
It is possible that many people classified as neighborhood 
park users visited their park once or twice in a year's 
time. Future studies should consider the effect of 
neighborhood park experience in their analyses. 
Additionally, the questionnaire was presented only to 
area residents 16 years and older. There is a good 
possibility that the study eliminated the largest percentage 
of neighborhood park users from its comparative analyses. 
If children had been included, perhaps significant 
differences could have been established between neighborhood 
park users and nonusers on the basis of their recreational 
outcome scale scores. Future studies should strive to 
include younger respondents in the analysis of neighborhood 
park use and nonuse. 
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Appendix A 
The Community Recreation Survey 
Community Recreation Survey 
i To help plan community park and recreation areas, we need to better understand how 
i people spend their non-work hours. Therefore, we would like to ask you some questions 
i about what you do in your free time. Please answer all the questions, as your answers 
'will be helpful in determining needs for possible changes in Missoula's park and 
recreation system. 
| IMPORTANT! The term "leisure" in this questionnaire has the same meaning as "non-
jwork" fir "free time" and can be used interchangeably with them. 
I To I" ,n, we would like to ask you some general questions about your free or leisure 
,  t i n : - .  
H' jW would you best describe the amount of leisure time that you have? 
IJsu.il ly, I hdve free time for mysel r: (Check in one box) 
j ON A DAILY BASIS 
| ' " I MOSTLY DURING MY DAYS OFF WORK 
I" J MOSTLY DURING Mv VACATIONS AND HOLIDAYS 
HARDLY EVER 
Q~~l OTHER (please specify 
People have different ideas about the importance of free time in general. 
The following statements describe some of those feelings. What is your 
opinion? (Check in one box after each statement.) 
Strongly 
Aqree 
Mi 1dly 
Agree 
No 
Opinion 
Mildly 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disaqree 
Lei:i;i r t lme is bene­
ficial :.'j individuals 
and s.'j:.n'ly 
en • • • • 
Leisure time contributes 
to one'^ health C7J dl • n • 
Leisur r  time increases 
'jr.e's '.oppiness r_j 
"1 n n • 
Engaging in leisure act­
ivities is a wise use of 
time 
People need leisure time 
i 
' i 
• 
[__ l 
[13 
• TIJ 
t  , 
• 
• 
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We are also interested in your feelings about your personal leisure time. 
For each of the following statements, please check in the box that best 
describes your feelings. (Check in one box.) 
Strongly 
Agree 
Mildly 
Ajjree 
No 
Opinion 
Mi 1dly 
Disaqree 
Strongly 
Di sagree 
My leisure time gives me 
pleasure • zn • L=J 
I value my leisure time zn • • • • 
My leisure time is 
refreshing • • • • • 
I like my leisure time Zn • • • • 
I would like to increase 
my free time to partic­
ipate in more leisure • • • • ZN 
activi ties 
I participate in leisure 
activities often TZL LZ: IZD • Zn 
I give rny leisure high 
priority among other 
af tivities 
ZZ • • zn • 
'"next we would like to ask you some specific questions about what you do in your 
| free time. 
4. When you have 2-3 hours of free time, what do you usually do? Check in c 
box aftor each activit . 
"A1 ! the 
T Tii.C: 
r Frequently 
Some­
times 
Very 
Se *1 dom : ;cver  
PLAY OUTDOOR TEAM SPORTS 
(haseball, soccer, etc.) 
{=] Zj zn zn CZi 
P l.AY OUTDOOR GAMES 
i.frisbee, catch, etc.) zn zn 1 ! zz 
HAY I'IDOOR TEAM SPORTS 
(volleyball, basketball, 
etc.) 
zn IZJ a ZJ IZJ 
PLAY INDOOR GAMES (cards, 
video games, etc.) [ZI ZI ;  1 zn cz 
PICNIC : Z Zl! Zll izn 
( c o n t i  n u e '  
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4. continued. All the 
Time 
rrequently Some­
times 
Very 
Seldom Never 
BICYCLE LZ • • LZ • 
MOTORCYCLE • LZ] • zn cz 
GO SHOPPING • • • zn i i 
VISIT WITH FRIENDS, 
FAMILY 
• • zn • cz 
LISTEN TO RADIO, STEREO • • zn LZ cz 
WATCH TV o cm LZ CZ CZ] 
COOK a • LZ LZ zn 
READ • cz • • 
DO HOBBIES OR 
HANDICRAFTS • • LZ • • 
GARDEN OR DO ODD JOBS 
AT HOME cz LZ1 LZL LZ LZ 
WALK OR HIKE • UD 1—1 CZ CZ 
JOG en LZ zn LZ • 
EXERCISE (aerobics or 
other workouts) i i LZ zn LZ CZ 
VOLUNTEER OR SERVICE 
PROJECTS 
1 i • izn zn CZ 
AQUATIC ACTIVITIES, 
i.e., swim, boat • zn • LZ 1 1 
OTHER (Specify) 
• zn • zn • 
• CZ • zn cz 
• LZl ! 1 LZ • 
a • LZ LZ cz 
CHI LZ ZZ • CZI 
• zn cz zn cz 
• zn cz LZ A 
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Where do you spend tim<= when you have 2-3 hours for leisure? For each 
of the following locations, please check one box. 
- Frequently Sometimes Never 
INSIDE A PRIVATE HOME, 
yours or a friend's 
• • A 
A BACKYARD • CZ! CZ) 
A VACANT LOT OR FIELD • • CZI 
NEIGHBORHOOD PARK: a 1-2 block 
park area close to home usu­
ally equipped with playground 
equi pment 
• CZ] ZD 
COMMUNITY PARK: a large park area 
usually equipped with playing 
fields or a swimming pool such as 
McCORMICK PARK 
LZ CZI cz 
NATURAL AREAS such as 
RATTLESNAKE NRA CD zn LZ 
PRIVATELY OWNFD COMMERCIAL 
CL'NTER such as the MALL, a HEALTH 
CLUB, or BGVUNG ALLEY • cz zn 
OTHER (please specify) 
cm CZI 
1=1 -J 
6. In the previous question, please go back and circle the 0_HE PLACE 
you spend most of your free time. — -
7. Did you circle NEIGHBORHOOD PARK? (Check in box.) 
| ] YES ^ fPTeoicT Skip~"to~~Que-'.tion~9~~o~n~paqe 6. 1 
I I NO — 
y _ 
I Continue with Question 8 
| in the next pocje. 
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If your preferred area, the area that you just circled in Question 5, is other than 
your neighborhood park, we would like to ask you some more questions about why you 
chose that area. PI ease answer the following question only in terms of the area 
that you just circled in Question 5. 
Each person may have individual reasons for spending their free time in a 
particular place. 8elow is a l ist of reasons given by people for their 
spending time at their preferred area. Try to recall how important each of 
the reasons was to you whenever you visited the one most preferred area you 
circled in Question 5. (Please check in one box after each of the 
following statements. 
I visited my preferred 
area: 
Not 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Fai rly 
Important 
Very 
Important 
TO PRACTICE SKILLS • CD cm • ZZI 
FOR A CHANCE TO BE ON 
MY OWN • CD • • cm 
TO HELP OTHERS IMPROVE 
THEIR SKILLS IN AN 
ACTIVITY 
• cm cm • • 
SO THE FAMILY COULD DO 
SOMETHING TOGETHER • CD cm • cm 
SO I COULD DO THI ,GS 
WITH MY FRIENDS • cm • cm cz 
FOR A CHANCE TO BE WITH 
PEOPLE WHO ARE ENJOYING 
THEMSELVES 
CZI cm cm CD CD 
FOR A CHANCE TO MEET 
NEW PEOPLE CD cm cm cm cm 
TO BE WITH OTHER PEOPLE 
WHO ARE USING THE AREA a cm cm cm cm 
TO WATCH PEOPLE cm • cm • zn 
TO LEARN MORE ABOUT 
THINGS HERE zz cm cm CD cm 
TO ENJOY THE SCENERY • • cm cm cm 
SO I COULD DO SOMETHING 
CREATIVE. SUCH AS SKETCH 
OR PAINT 
• • L= cm • 
FOR THE EXERCISE • • cm • cm 
TO RELAX PHYSICALLY • • cm zz cm 
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8. continued. Not 
Important 
SIightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Fai rly 
Important 
Very 
Important 
TO HELP RELEASE SOME 
BUILT UP TENSIONS • • cm • nil 
I THOUGHT THE AREA WOULD 
BE PEACEFUL AND CALM ED 1=1 • cm I=I 
BECAUSE THERE IS MORE 
ELBOW ROOM THERE • • • ED =} I 
THE TEMPERATURES ARE MORE 
AGREEABLE THERE • ED • • CZJ 
FOR A CHANGE FROM 
EVERY DAY LIFE • ED • 1= ^ 1 
TO BE WITHOUT THE REST OF 
THE FAMILY FOR AWHILE • EJ ED EJ nzi i 1 
TO HELP ME KEEP 
PHYSICALLY FIT ED • ED • 
I 
TO HELP BRING THE FAMILY 
TOGETHER MORE • • =1 E3 t= 
SO I COULD BE WITH 
PEOPLE I ENJOY • • • EJ IZZl 
TO FORGET THE PRESSURES 
OF MY DAILY WORK FOR 
AWHILE 
• CD • ED rzz ' 
To plan community park and recreation areas, it is helpful to understand how areas 
are being used. Therefore we would like to ask you some specific questions about 
usinq the neighborhood park near your home. In this case we are using 
9. Have you visited during the last year? (Please check in box.) 
| | YES >1 Go on to Question 10. | 
I I NO 
Please SKIP TO Question 14 
on page 10. . 
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10. Approximately how often did you visit VHIHB PARK during each of the 
following seasons last year? (Check in one box after each season.) 
Never Once or 
Twi ce 
A few times 
each month 
About once 
a week 
More than 
once a week 
- • ! / 
•n' 1 or 
ept. to 
Oct.) • CD cn • • 
WINTER 
end of 
(Nov. to 
March) a iZZ CZI • CD 
SPRING 
end of 
(April to 
May) i i CD CD CZ] • 
SUMMER 
end of 
(June to 
August) • cm CD 1= • 
11. What do you usual ly do whi 1 e you are at PARK? (PI ease check one 
box after each activity.) 
A11 the 
Tjme 
Frequently 
Some­
times 
I Very 
1 Seldom Never 
USE PLAY EQUIPMENT such 
as swings, horseshoes, 
etc. 
CZJ iZZ 
__ • 
PICNIC CD ; _ J c::i ' IZZ ! 1 
PRACTICE SKILLS such 
•j-, frisbee, catch 
; I ~' i 
' 1 
CZ] • 
USE WADING POOLS f ! CZJ CD 
i 
CZ] 
ATTEND PLAYGROUND 
PROGRAMS ! j CZj IZZZI i IHJ cZ 
NATURE APPRECIATION i;;; j  1 . LJJ j L ; CD 
WATCH PEOPLE ,: • CZJ LZZ j r=. 
•\EAD iZZ ' Z J 1 1 I=] 
1 ~ 
VMM, PAINT/ARTWORK CZ"! 1 " 'I ;ZN 1 I ! 1 
THINK/CONTEMPLATE >Z . 
i ' 1 
^LAX/REST CZJ IZJ ; cz: 
:  l,-. WITH MY CHILDREN , .  . j  i . 
• • D 1 , i cz: cz: 
/IITH FRIENDS ITZJ i . C_~i • cz 
'_-"FR (Please specify) 
! 
_ • IZZ71 r. .1 cz ' 1 —  CZI 
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12. Each person may have Individual reasons for visiting the neighborhood park 
near their home. Below is a l ist of reasons given by people for their 
visits. Try to recall ;,ow important each of tre following reasons was to 
you during your last fe.v visits to 
TO PRACTICE SKILLS 
FOR A CHANCE TO BE ON 
MY OWN 
TO HELP OTHERS IMPROVE 
THEIR SKILLS IN AN 
ACTIVITY 
SO THE FAMILY COULD DO 
SOMETHING TOGETHER 
SO I COULD DO THINGS 
VITH MY FRIENDS 
FOR A CHANCE TO BE WITH 
PEOPLE WHO ARE ENJOYING 
THEMSELVES 
FOR A CHANCE TO MEET 
NLW PCOPLE 
TO BE WITH OTHER PEOPLE 
WHO ARE USING THE AREA 
TO WATCH PEOPLE 
TO LEARN MORE ABOUT 
THINGS HERE 
TO ENJOY THE SCENERY 
SO I COULD SO SOMETHING 
CREATIVE, SUCH AS SKETCH 
OR PAINT 
FOR THE EXERCI'.E 
TO RELAX PHYSICALLY 
TO HELP RELEASE SOME 
BUILT UP TENSIONS 
No; 
Important 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
tzm 
• 
r—1 
• 
a 
n 
LZ 
Slightly 
Important 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
LZl 
LZL 
LZ 
LZ 
LZ 
LZ 
Some.vhat 
Important 
LZ 
CZ 
LZ 
CZJ 
ZJ 
• 
LZ 
CZ 
ZZ 
Fai rly 
Irroortant 
LZ 
LZJ 
ZZ 
ZZ 
[ZT.I 
LZ 
• 
LZl 
• 
CZ 
ZZ 
LZ 
LZl 
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I£. continued. Not 
_Important 
SIightly 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Fai rly 
Important 
Very 
Important 
I THOUGHT THE AREA WOULD 
BE PEACEFUL AND CALM • DJ • • • 
BECAUSE THERE IS MORE 
ELBOW ROOM THERE • • • cz: • 
THE TEMPERATURES ARE 
MORE AGREEABLE THERE cm • • • CD 
FOR A CHANGE FROM 
EVERY DAY LIFE CJ a • • CD 
TO BE WITHOUT THE REST OF 
THE FAMILY FOR AWHILE in cri • CJ • 
TO HELP ME KEEP 
PHYSICALLY FIT CD cm • 
TO HELP BRING THE FAMILY 
TOGETHER MORE A A • • • 
SO I COULD BE WITH 
PEOPLE I ENJOY • I::J CD • • 
TO FORGET THE PRESSURES 
Or MY DAILY WORK TOR 
AWHILE 
• • • • • 
13. Are there any aspects about WESTSIDE PARK that you would like to see changed 
or improved? (Check box.) 
LI7J MORE PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT OR FACILITIES 
I I SIDEWALKS TO GET THERE 
I I BETTER MAINTENANCE OF AREA 
[ ] OTHER (Please specify 
,) 
The next part of the questionnaire is specifically directed towards people who have 
not gone to 4MW PARK during the past year. If you have visited the park in 
the last year, please skip to Question 16 on page 11. 
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Now we would like to find out some of the reasons people do not go to their 
neighborhood parks. Below is a l ist of some reasons that people have mentioned 
for not visiting their neghborhood park. Please check the box next to the 
rvjison or rc-isons that are most appropriate for you. 
I don't visit because: 
CU ™ OLD 
L J T00 YOUNG 
I 1 PERSONAL HEALTH 
I I I DO NOT HAVE OTHER PEOPLE TO GO WITH 
[171 1 DO NOT HAVE ENOUGH TIME 
f | THiRE IS NOTHING FOR ME TO DO THERE 
[77 7] THE HOURS OF OPERATION ARE INCOMVCMc.'.i 
f I THE SITE LOCATION IS INCONVENIENT 
[771 I USE AN ALTERNATIV; FACILITY OR PROGRAM 
I I I DO NOT KNOW ENOUGH ABOUT THE SITE OR THE PROGRAM OFFERED THERE 
[7771 H IS TOO CROWDED 
[ | IT IS POORLY MAINTAINED 
!"77] I AM AFRAID OF CRIME TRAVELING TO AND FROM THE SITE 
f'71) I LV.I NOT HAVE ANYTHING IN COM.VOM W1.1 TriF PEOPLE WHO GO THERE 
| ' ! IT IS TOO FAR 
1777] I AM AFRAID OF CRIME AT THIS SITE 
| ] I DO NOT KNOW WHERE THE PARK IS 
j " | OTHlR (Please specif.' . 
. )  
1  ,  I f  you have any other comments you would like to r ^ake abou^ 
please list them below. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Finally, we have a few questions about yourself which provide information useful Tn 
planning. Remember, you will not be identified with the answers, so please be frank. 
16. How many blocks do you live from MBMI PARK? (Please check appropriate 
box.) 
| | ONE TO TWO 
| j THREE TO FOUR 
| | FIVE TO SIX 
[ | SEVEN TO TEN 
! | MORE THAN TEN 
| | DO NOT KNOW 
17. How long have you lived at your present residence? (Check category that you 
feel is appropriate.) 
[=] 0 TO 6 MONTHS 
[ZJ 6 MONTHS TO ONE YEAR 
• ONE TO THREE YEARS 
• THREE TO FIVE YEARS 
• MORE THAN FIVE YEARS 
18. What is the size of your immediate family (including yourself). (By immediate 
family we mean spouse, children, parents or grandparents.) 
19. How many wage earners are there in your household?_ 
20. Do you have children? 
| 1 YES ^ THEIR AGES?: 
| I NO 
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21. What is your present age? ___ 
22. Are you 
I 1 MALE 
I I FEMALE 
23. What is the highest level of education you have completed so far? (Please 
ci rcl e one number.) 
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 16+ 
ELEMENTARY HIGH SCHOOL COLLEGE 
24. What is your occupation? (Please indicate what kind of work you do, not for 
whom you work. If you are a homemaker, student or retired, please so 
indicate.) 
PLEASE MAIL THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE 
IN THE SELF-ADDIiESSED, STAMPED ENVELOPE. 
THANK YOU VERY M'JCH! 
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Appendix B 
Survey Cover Letter 
School of Forestry 
Dear Friend: 
As you know, the School of Forestry at the University of 
Montana is conducting a study on community recreation. 
My study investigates what people do in their free time in 
an attempt to determine what sorts of recreational areas and 
services are being used in the urban Missoula area. You 
have been randomly selected for participation in this study 
and I certainly appreciate your gracious cooperation. 
Attached is a questionnaire which will take about 10-15 
minutes to complete. Your responses will not only help me 
in my work, but may also be used in making overall decisions 
concerning the planning and management of community 
recreational facilities. Please be assured that your 
responses will be tabulated in such a manner that no one 
individual can be identified. After you have completed the 
questionnaire, enclose it in the postpaid envelope and drop 
it in any convenient mailbox. 
If you have any questions concerning this study, please 
contact me. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
BARBARA K. TEN BROECK 
Graduate Research Assistant 
attachment 
BKTB:j r 
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Appendix C 
Second Followup Postcard 
Dear Friend, 
Several days ago I asked you to complete a questionnaire 
concerning what you enjoy doing your free time and the use 
of recreational facilities and services in the urban 
Missoula area. The success of the study and the quality of 
the resulting planning and management decisions depend on 
the complete responses of people like yourself. 
I appreciate your cooperation in the study and look forward 
to receiving your completed questionnaire soon. 
If you have completed your questionnaire, and it is in the 
mail, please ignore this postcard. Additionally, if you 
have any questions concerning the study, please feel free to 
call. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
BARB TEN BROECK 
Graduate Research Assistant 
School of Forestry, University of Montana 
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Appendix D 
Third Followup Cover Letter 
School of Forestry 
Dear Friend: 
A few weeks ago I sought your cooperation in a study 
concerning community recreation. As of this day, I have not 
yet received your completed questionnaire. 
The study examines such questions as what do people enjoy 
doing when they have a few hours of free time, what types of 
recreational services and facilities are being used in the 
urban Missoula area, and how can these areas be managed or 
improved to ensure their continued use. Because only a 
limited number of individuals have been included in the 
study, your cooperation is important to its success. 
Enclosed is another copy of the questionnaire in the event 
you have misplaced the original. Please take a few minutes 
to complete the questionnaire within the next few days. 
Place it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope and drop it 
in any convenient mailbox. Your help is greatly 
appreciated. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
BARBARA K. TEN BROECK 
Graduate Research Assistant 
encs. 
BKTB:jr. 
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